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ABSTRACT 




Advisor: Amy J. Wan 
This project explores the recent paradigm shift within Writing Studies toward a translingual 
approach, situating many of the critiques of this approach as limitations produced by dominant 
liberal models of Writing Studies pedagogy. Taking up Vershawn Ashanti Young and Frankie 
Condon’s call to move toward a more anti-racist translingual approach, I argue for why dominant 
anti-racist Writing Studies pedagogies, which commonly revolve around reforming individual 
behaviors, attitudes, dispositions, or practices, will inadequately address institutionally-produced 
structures of racialized linguistic marginalization. Drawing inspiration from a variety of Lefist 
abolitionist movements—particularly the movement toward Prison Industrial Complex (PIC) 
abolition, the movement toward the abolition of involvement with the carceral state within the 
field of K-12 education, and student-led activism leading to the passage of the City University of 
New York’s Open Admissions policy—I argue for how an anti-racist translingual approach may 
attend to the wider language ecologies that shape language reception practices and that challenge 
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Beyond Authorization: Toward Abolitionist Transliteracies Ecologies and an Anti-Racist 
Translingual Pedagogy 
When I graduated from college into the global financial crisis of 2008, the for-profit 
private English Language Teaching (ELT) industry was thriving. My students—many who were 
short-term adult visitors looking to quickly improve their English—hoped to stand out in an 
impossible job market, or to gain the skills that they needed to apply for college and graduate 
programs in the US, the UK, or Canada. Despite the fact that many were college-educated, and 
all had the means to live independently in New York City without employment for between three 
weeks and six months, there was an overarching sense of precarity. Friends, co-workers, and 
some of the students themselves had been recently laid off. Nearly everyone had struggled to 
find new opportunities. Some students needed to demonstrate their proficiency on standardized 
tests like the TOEFL or the IELTS or the Cambridge University English Qualification Exams in 
order to immigrate, to advance at work, or even to keep their jobs.  
This sense of precarity was not limited to the students. Many of the teachers were college 
graduates saddled with student loans and working in a city with a high cost of living. Some of us 
were contingent employees teaching in a small place with seasonally fluctuating enrollment, 
meaning that our class schedules changed fast: sometimes, on a weekly basis. When we hired 
someone new, we couldn’t necessarily guarantee that they would have a job two weeks from 
their start date, and in a tough economy, it was also difficult for teachers to find other work in the 
meantime. Teachers like me who were lucky to have a salary and a more stable guarantee for 
classes still generally felt underemployed and commonly picked up additional work leading the 
social program or tutoring. Even our teacher educators—salaried, career TESOL professionals 
with years of experience and special expertise employed by the teaching certification program 
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operated through the other side of our school—commonly supplemented their own income by 
writing tests and materials, serving as freelance examiners, or taking on classes at other schools.   
Most students were anxious to acquire the particular variety of American “native 
speaker” English that the school was explicitly marketing to them. As teachers and 
administrators, we formed and maintained policies that were transparently geared toward both 
creating and satisfying this demand, and therefore, keeping students (and their tuition dollars) 
flowing toward us. Contingent teachers were perhaps especially aware of the fact that keeping 
students satisfied with their classes had a direct impact on our ability to keep our jobs. 
Practically, this translated into the implementation of discriminatory policies and the creation of 
courses that perpetuated and followed racist, colonialist logics.  
For instance, while the language school only hired “native speaker” teachers, qualified 
“non-native” speakers were allowed to become teacher educators. In other words, experienced 
teachers who were allowed to educate teachers-in-training, but who originally came from 
countries where English was not a national language or was a national language but as a result of 
a recent imperialist history, could not, themselves, work in the school where they were training 
new teachers to work. Market logics were also evident in our course offerings. Courses in 
“accent reduction” allegedly coached students into an English that was more intelligible to 
“native speakers,” and Business English classes promised to help students to “land a promotion,” 
but rarely took into account the varying contexts in which our specific students would be 
communicating once they left our classrooms. Many would use English with people who were 
also more recent learners of English. Ultimately, the school sold the idea that improving 
students’ individual languaging practices and white, middle-class American cultural 
competencies could grant them access to the institutions which were gatekept by people who 
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sounded (and looked) like the school’s teachers. This meant that there was a tacit requirement to 
judge—but also to actually create and reinforce—this idea of an English that was consistent with 
what students were buying.  
It wasn’t until I became a teacher educator myself that I started to grapple with the 
implications of what it meant for language schools like mine to fulfill the market desire for 
“branded” English. I say “branded,” rather than “standard,” because scholars like H. Samy Alim, 
Suresh Canagarajah, Rosina Lippi-Green, Paul Kei Matsuda, Geneva Smitherman, and 
Vershawn Young—among many others—have robustly challenged the myth of either one 
unified standard, or of people who have ever spoken or written within it with any measure of 
consistency. But I also say “branded” rather than “standard” because the “objective” accuracy of 
a user’s language often mattered less than the way that students presumed a teacher candidate’s 
proficiency, or lack of it. By this, I mean that I started to observe how a multilingual teacher-
candidate’s linguistic capabilities, teaching competence, linguistic metaknowledge, and first-
hand experiences as a language learner was so commonly considered less valuable than language 
school students’ perceptions of their “efficacy”—perceptions that were often multiply 
misrecognized and racialized and, from the perspective of teacher educators, frequently 
inaccurate.  
From this vantage point, I also watched several “native speaker” teacher candidates of 
color on the job market finish the program with top grades and enthusiastic references only to 
discover that it was often more difficult for them to find a position than it was for white 
candidates with average grades and mediocre reviews. This was anecdotally true, but also 
empirically supported in Ross Thorburn’s recent study, in which CVs he attached to photos of 
white teacher candidates received 64% more positive responses from schools located in China, 
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and 33% more positive responses from schools located in Korea, than the same CVs attached to 
photos of Black candidates (Thorburn 262). As an exam assessor, I saw these same 
discriminatory logics govern oral examination processes. While all of the assessors underwent 
training to determine how to judge a student candidates’ fluency, accuracy, range, and 
communicativeness, our cultural biases were evident in the way that we favored gregarious 
students who shared our social class, values, or interaction style. As one of my former employers 
put it, we could tell whether a person should pass a speaking exam “if we’d want to have a chat 
with them in a pub.” 
I knew that what I was seeing and experiencing as an EFL professional was unjust. I also 
had no language to describe it, and very little time or incentive to reflect on it, much less to 
challenge it in any meaningful way. As a young, white, middle-class woman whose language 
was perceived to be more proximate to a desired “standard,” very little in my previous 
educational or personal experiences prepared me to see, study, or really, even to talk about these 
conditions. I felt actively pressured by both school administrators and the students who were 
buying the product that my school was selling to sell it to them. And as an at-will employee, I 
also felt like I had very little room to challenge anything. This was, to say the least, not the ideal 
circumstance to develop a more reflective teaching practice.   
When I arrived at my MA program, I was struck by what felt like obvious parallels 
between my previous working environment and my current one. The ways in which the “selling” 
of a certain kind of “branded” English (despite a lot of evidence that this brand was not equally 
valuable to all “buyers”) persisted here. The consumer orientation persisted here, but so did the 
dynamic in which students were both empowered in some ways and marginalized in many 
others. The labor conditions were almost identical. Teaching was even less valued, but the 
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racialized hiring dynamics seemed the same: again, I was surrounded by colleagues who were 
primarily white, and who had primarily shared many of my own educational experiences. And 
while there was tenure, most people teaching first-year composition didn’t have it. In the same 
way that it had at the language school, these circumstances heavily impacted the environment in 
which faculty education could happen. What we could talk about, how we understood the 
substance of our jobs, how we had been equipped to talk about them, and the purposes of 
“development” of our teaching practice were massively influenced by these conditions—that is, 
when compensated teacher education existed in the first place.    
This is why, when I encountered the work of Writing Studies scholars who have joined 
scholars of sociolinguistics, education, linguistic anthropology, and other fields to advocate 
toward what is called a “translingual” approach to the teaching of writing, I was initially really 
skeptical. Building in part on the Conference on College Composition and Communication’s 
landmark Students’ Right To Their Own Language (SRTOL) resolution, adopted in 1974, which 
affirmed students’ specific right “to their own patterns and varieties of language — the dialects 
of their nurture or whatever dialects in which they find their own identity and style” (1), the 
translingual approach frames “difference in language not as a barrier to overcome or as a 
problem to manage, but as a resource for producing meaning in writing, speaking, reading, and 
listening” (Horner, Lu, Royster, and Trimbur 303). This framing emphasizing the distinction 
between “difference” and “problem” was helpful in thinking about how racialized, linguistically 
minoritized students (and teachers) are often framed: as a problem to solve. Recognizing the 
fluidity of language and the way that intercultural communication necessitates linguistic 
negotiation, the approach also “acknowledges that deviations from dominant expectations need 
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not be errors; that conformity need not be automatically advisable; and that writers’ purposes and 
readers’ conventional expectations are neither fixed nor unified” (304).  
Yet, as scholars and educators within Writing Studies began to articulate what a 
translingual pedagogical approach could look like, or what faculty development using a 
translingual approach could mean, and how to catalyze this paradigm shift within the context of 
the university, there was a tension. The inspiring practices developed by K-12 educators weren’t 
a perfect fit within the college classroom, and especially given the unique labor conditions of 
most first-year composition instructors. The impulse to “celebrate” students’ linguistic diversity 
was commonly balanced against the impulse to acculturate students into what many writing 
programs still frame as monolithic academic “standards.” This tension showed up less within the 
scholarship than it did within workshop spaces, professional development, conference 
presentations, Q&As, and departmental hallways. A blog post on the Writing Center Journal 
captured one of the most common refrains: 
In the [writing] center, [tutors and administrators] face a conundrum: do we help 
students  
“eradicate” these errors to conform to academic standardization or do we celebrate their  
translingual innovation and pull back on the obvious, easy “fixes” so as to preserve these  
voices?” (“How Student Writing Works”) 
Throughout my exploration into translingual pedagogical approaches and into thinking about 
how to educate faculty toward their uptake, I encountered this framing a lot. How do faculty, 
tutors, and faculty educators tow the line between teaching the “academic standardization” that 
institutions supposedly expect students to meet (or that students, themselves, are asking us to 
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arbitrate), and the “[celebration]” that should come with a translingual approach that recognizes 
difference instead of error?  
This question is, of course, an old one. Geneva Smitherman’s regular contributions to 
College English in the early 1970s leading up to the 1977 publishing of Talkin’ and Testifyin’: 
The Language of Black America assert how white America’s class anxiety drives the existence 
and the maintenance of a rigid set of standards to which non-white Americans are held (“God 
Don’t Never” 829). Smitherman is invoking a different history than the one under discussion: a 
history associated with the marginalization of African-American Vernacular English (AAVE), 
Black English (BE), or African-American English (AAE). Yet, in the way that translingualists 
have genealogically situated their approach as an extension of SRTOL, there are parallels 
between the conundrum described in the Writing Center Journal blog post and the ones that 
Smitherman thoroughly critiqued nearly 50 years ago. For Smitherman, the narrative that 
convinces teachers that we are “helping” linguistically minoritized students achieve class 
mobility becomes yet another way to assert power, which will continue to be withheld regardless 
of a student’s adherence to a set of discursive practices. April Baker-Bell’s book, Linguistic 
Justice, extends this argument. Traditional linguistic education—even education that teaches 
students in critical ways how to conform to academic standards—can ignore the way that 
structural racism and the intersection between language and other parts of a students’ identity 
impact the uptake of their language. This is true whether or not the student is conforming in the 
same ways or not.  
Ultimately, I realized that I was less interested in the debate about whether to teach 
“standards” or to “celebrate” difference than I was in the question that occured to me every time 
I watched a white (and commonly self-described monolingual) teacher-scholar like me describe 
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the full spectrum of racial and linguistic diversity represented by the students sitting in front of 
them. When these teachers outlined the pedagogical techniques they had supposedly used to 
acknowledge and affirm a variety of student languaging practices, I almost always thought about 
the broader contexts in which I knew so many of us are laboring. I was reminded of how 
powerless it feels to be an at-will employee working with students who sometimes feel desperate 
to acquire a variety of English that their audiences will continue to not hear as “proper” English, 
despite their actual production practices (Flores and Rosa). And I couldn’t help wondering what 
it meant to faculty when they said they were “empowering” their students.  
What does it mean to “celebrate” a diverse array of racialized students’ languaging 
practices? In many instances, it seems to amount to authorizing them in the classroom, usually in 
a limited form, while making slight adjustments in our assessments to account for difference. In 
a handout on the Purdue Owl, “The Translingual Approach in the Classroom,” instructors are 
counseled to move toward a process-oriented pedagogy which foregrounds multiple drafts and 
conferences. There is a major focus on incorporating the literacy autobiography in order “to 
inspire students to explore the linguistic and cultural repertoire that embodies their identities.” 
Readings should be chosen to catalyze conversations about language variety, and students should 
frequently reflect on their language practices and the ideologies that inform them. Instructors 
should adjust their expectations of and communications about error, “[using] questions instead of 
statements to create space for negotiation when noticing unconventional practice of English,” 
while balancing this practice against “being over tolerant when translingual writing is used as an 
excuse to account for other global issues in student writing, such as coherence and 
organization.”   
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Many instructor-oriented materials that discuss a translingual approach mostly 
recapitulate what has come to be accepted as good writing pedagogy: pedagogy that focuses on 
students and their composing processes, but that ultimately helps to assimilate them into fairly 
traditional academic expectations and discourse conventions without asking the instructor to do 
too much self-interrogation, and certainly without taking into account the broader economic 
context in which this teaching and learning is likely to be taking place. General 
recommendations ask that students explain “unconventional” language resources with footnotes 
(“The Translingual Approach in the Classroom”, or relegate the use of a full linguistic repertoire 
to more process-oriented stages of drafting, like brainstorming and notetaking (“Baruch College 
Writing Center Translanguaging Workshop”): advice that seems less like the purpose is to 
validate students’ practices and more like the purpose is to keep them contained in spaces that do 
not face public scrutiny. Advice does not focus on helping instructors to interrogate the 
conditions under which racialized linguistic marginalization persists, or the cultural competence 
that it actually involves to truly “celebrate” or “validate” someone. Thus, the advice reads as 
very confusing: at the same time that “teachers should be cautious when using terms such as 
‘standard written English’ and ‘grammatical mistakes,’ as these constructs represent a 
monolingual ideology rather than a translingual one,” it is also critical that “language use should 
not be completely neglected in the rubrics, as it would do developing student writers a 
disservice.” Our job as it is described in many materials is gentle assimilation. Same as it ever 
was.     
Moving faculty toward an anti-racist translingual approach that actually shifts the 
paradigm of racialized linguistic marginalization beyond the paradigm that already exists means 
that we have to confront a lot of existing realities. When we talk about multilingual students in 
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US universities, or students who language with “unconventional” practices, we are often talking 
primarily about non-white students whose langauge practices we are not valuing, but tolerating. 
When we talk about translingual faculty education in US universities, and the job is still gentle 
assimilation, we are often talking primarily about the education of a white-majority body of 
faculty who are statistically unlikely to spend significant amounts of time with people who do 
not share their racial identity (Cox, Navarro-Rivera, and Jones). We are talking about a stretched, 
contingent, majority-female labor force. And when we talk about “antiracism” in Writing 
Studies, we are very often talking about separating the material conditions of students and 
teachers from the practices that we say will “undo” or meaningfully challenge historic and 
ongoing legacies of segregation, settler colonialism, imperialism, and enslavement.These 
realities are commonly evacuated from our faculty development literature, or they become a tacit 
part of the background.  
Extending Jerry Won Lee’s argument against a version of linguistic social justice that 
centers the “inclusion” of “alternate discourse styles” into a classroom without the simultaneous 
interrogation of policies (176), this project is ultimately arguing that moving toward a 
translingual approach to faculty development within higher education necessitates structural 
changes that think far beyond the current classroom, the current writing program, and the current 
university. For Lee, placement practices, departmental scoring practices, testing, and a variety of 
other administrative processes should be considered within the scope of what we talk about when 
we talk about a “translingual” approach. However, I further contend that making more 
progressive scoring practices, placement tests, faculty development programs, and exit exams 
within an unchanged university labor structure constituted of primarily white faculty who 
disconnect a translingual project from a project that meaningfully works toward redistributive 
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economic justice will not meaningfully shift the culture of racialized linguistic marginalization. I 
ultimately believe that the paradigm shift that a translingual approach imagines is not yet 
possible in the contemporary university, but that we can (and must) work toward it.    
Throughout this project, I grapple with why this is the case. “The Translingual Paradigm: 
Definitions and Challenges,” I begin by further defining translingualism: still a relatively new 
concept in our discipline. I consider how it compares to other linguistic paradigms, and how the 
critiques surrounding the way that it can flatten and essentialize difference point to the need to 
articulate a translingual approach that is more consciously anti-racist. In chapter 2, “Liberal 
Antiracism and the Challenges of Interdisciplinary anti-racist Translingual Faculty Education” I 
explore three predominant spaces where the teaching of teachers of writing within universities 
occurs: practicums, WAC/WID programs, and Centers for Teaching and Learning. Using Laura 
Greenfield’s distinction between liberal and radical paradigms within Writing Studies and Jodi 
Melamed’s concept of “liberal antiracism,” I consider why anti-racist practice that focuses on 
individuals and their biases and practices will fail to produce the necessary structural 
interventions to undo racialized linguistic marginalization, and why faculty development that is 
focused on what I am calling the “master teacher” approach is insufficiently structural.  
Chapter 3, “Toward anti-racist Translingual Ecologies using Urie Bronfenbrenner’s 
Ecological Approach,” engages an autoethnography of my own faculty development trajectory 
within and outside of universities using Urie Bronfenbrenner’s ecological model for tracking 
human development within the social environment. I argue for how this model not only reveals 
the inadequacy of teacher preparation for the statistical majority of contingent faculty within 
writing programs, but it also offers a more extensive, ecological, structural, and pragmatic way 
for teachers to engage in the kind of self-assessment needed to accurately assess what Bettina 
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Love has called endemic “teacher education gaps” that encourage individual accountability while 
also situating a teacher’s developmental trajectory structurally.   
Chapter 4, “Toward Abolitionist Frameworks,” draws on the work of educational 
abolitionists from the Abolition Collective and the Abolitionist Teacher Network, alongside 
thinkers in the movement for dismantling the Prison Industrial Complex (PIC) to argue that a 
translingual approach must broaden its conception of the “ecologies” necessary to encourage and 
sustain faculty development that supports interrogation of the conditions under which racialized 
linguistic marginalization thrives. In essence, a race-conscious translingual approach must be an 
approach that is rooted in dismantling and reimagining structures of racial capitalism that keep 
racialized linguistic marginalization in place. Abolition offers an important framework for how 
to do the pragmatic and practical work of dismantling and reimagining while engaging practices 
that do not simply expand and re-entrench existing paradigms.  
Chapter 5, “‘We Will Know Our Heroes And Our Culture'’”: Abolitionist Transliteracies 
Ecologies in CUNY Open Admissions Protests” celebrates the radical imagination of 
translanguaging student activists in the era leading up to Open Admissions at the City University 
of New York. In this chapter, I use archival materials from the CUNY Digital History Archive to 
consider how CUNY students worked across racial and linguistic difference toward producing 
demands for a more democratic, equity-centered, and community-engaged public university. 
These demands provide an important abolitionist vision for contemporary translingualists, and a 
road map for rethinking the abolitionist ecologies that could inform universities in a moment to 
come.            
Ultimately, I am advocating toward a more consciously radical and transformative 
approach to anti-racist translingual faculty education that grapples with our current and historical 
 
 13 
realities. I am not advocating toward an approach that we can enact on Monday morning, or a 
unit that we can tack onto the existing practicum within an unchanged university structure. I do 
not think that meaningful challenges to racialized linguistic marginalization come from making 
small adjustments to our teaching practice, or tweaks to the writing program. While small 
changes matter, situating a translingual approach inside of an abolitionist framework might help 
them to feel more directed, and to help all of us to better articulate what we mean when we say 
“we” are “empowering” students when “we” are neither a monolithic body with the same 
experiences, nor a body that has the same kind of access to resources, power, labor protection, 
and political education. A translingual paradigm that is mostly a restatement of our current 
practices can inadvertently flatten differences, or teach students to endure their education while 
performing a “full” linguistic self that does not feel coherent, authentic, or seen.  
I  hope that by ending this project by examining the legacies of resistance that have 
helped us to reimagine a different organization of our university, that translingualists are able to 
draw inspiration from the practical and visionary “freedom dreaming” (Love) of activist 
students, and those who have been in the fight against oppressive structures of all kinds. These 
visions can help us to articulate what a fundamentally different institution might look like one 
day while working toward that vision in our current moment. For centuries, abolitionists have 
taught us that just as important as interrogating and dismantling current oppressive structures is 
the practice of speaking new ones into existence. Ultimately, an abolitionist framework teaches 
us not only to critique, but also to dream, to imagine, and to build the world that we want: work 





The Translingual Paradigm: Definitions and Challenges  
In my introduction, I argued for why an approach which seeks to authorize, empower, or 
include “non-dominant'' languaging practices and behaviors can fail to produce the necessary 
structural interventions to challenge racialized linguistic marginalization in US institutions. 
Especially given the contemporary context of the adjunctification of labor in universities, and the 
historical and ongoing legacies of segregation, settler colonialism, and immigration policy, I 
argued for why the framing of the “celebration” of multilingual linguistic strategies, orientations, 
and behaviors as a proxy for other kinds of collective action against racialized linguisitic 
discrimination deprives the translingual paradigm of its radical potential.  
This chapter further discusses the translingual paradigm and key differences that it has 
with previous approaches, expanding on several critiques: that it is a less well-articulated 
restatement of the main ideas forwarded by previous paradigms (Atkinson et. al); that it is easily 
co-optable by neoliberalism (Flores, Kubota); and that it can flatten individual difference (Curry, 
Gilyard, Matsuda). Ultimately, I argue that in order to meaningfully address these critiques, the 
translingual paradigm must more consciously become anti-racist: a point that I will further 
expand in chapter 2.  
What is the Translingual Paradigm? 
 Over 25 years ago, linguists like David Graddol and Jennifer Jenkins predicted that 
people who speak English as a second or additional language would soon outnumber those who 
speak it as a first language. While tracking linguistic “proficiency” remains a fraught political 
project, since what it means to assess someone as “fluent” can be contingent on a host of 
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subjective factors that I mentioned in my introduction, more than a quarter of the world’s 
population has communicative competence or fluency in English (Crystal). As the linguist 
Suzanne Romaine has argued, bilingualism and multilingualism “are a normal and unremarkable 
necessity of everyday life” for the majority of the world’s population who report speaking in at 
least one additional language every day (385). Multilingualism is a completely ordinary fact of 
life for the global majority.  
Despite the ubiquity of multilingualism, institutions of American higher education 
continue to treat it as not only an exception, but as a problem. Bruce Horner and John Trimbur’s 
“English Only and U.S. College Composition” and Paul Kei Matsuda’s “The Myth of Linguistic 
Homogeneity in U.S. College Composition” have demonstrated a stubborn attachment to the idea 
of a monolingual student majority, despite the fact that we have been presented with growing 
evidence to the contrary for over two decades. Not only are many American higher education 
writing curricula and faculty development programs designed around a mythical monolingual 
“norm,” as Jonathan Hall reminds us, they are also designed around what linguists call 
“subtractive bilingualism”: a phenomenon in which multilingual students are expected to 
eventually “replace” one set of linguistic resources with another (36). Hall argues that many of 
our curricular and administrative processes continue to treat the presence of additional languages 
as “a disease to be cured, a difficult transition to be nourished” rather than as a reality of the 
majority of the world’s population (37).  
The persistence of the myth of monolingualism presents several challenges. Not only 
does subtractive bilingualism position minoritized students as linguistically deficient and in need 
of special remediation (rather than as part the world’s majority of English speakers), this method 
can also separate students from their full linguistic repertoire and, in some cases, make 
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communication with home communities, family, and friends ultimately more difficult. In many 
cases, subtractive bilingualism sends students the message that participation in one community is 
contingent upon the abdication of participation in another.  It is also a logic that allows those 
who are figured as more proximate to the dominant linguistic standard to neglect their own 
responsibility to engage in linguistic negotiation. Under a subtractive bilingualism paradigm, if 
someone has already “achieved” full linguistic competence, the burden transfers to the person 
who is identified as “deficient” to do the heavy communicative lifting.  
Critical Linguistic Paradigms 
While space prevents me from capturing the full complexity of the paradigms that have 
responded to conservative and imperialist approaches to English language teaching, it is critical 
to mention some of the contributions of Applied Linguistics and Sociolinguistics to the way that 
Writing Studies conceives of language difference and the role of the English instructor. 
Emerging from this field, the English as a Lingua Franca paradigm concentrates on the use of 
English as a language of commerce, education, and general communication outside of the 
context of interactions between “native speakers (NS).” Accepting as reality that interactions in 
English between “non-native speakers (NNS)” are far more common than interactions in English 
between NS, or between NNS and NS, the ELF paradigm insists on relaxing strict adherence to a 
monolithic set of rules (Seidlhofer). In some cases, this means advocating against teaching 
particular phonemes, idiomatic expressions, and grammatical features that pose challenges to 
learners but that do not impede communication (Jenkins; Jenkins, Cogo & Dewey). As one 
example, the ELF paradigm advocates against stressing the teaching of the third person “s”: the 
sentence “she wait for him to get home from school” is effective communication that does not 
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impede understanding. A pedantic insistence on error correction for its own sake simply 
demotivates English learners and reinforces the uneven NS / NNS power dynamic.   
The ELF paradigm shares features with the World Englishes paradigm, in that both 
approaches conceptualize English as a global language that doesn’t “belong” to those who are 
considered to be “native speakers” (Seidlhofer and Bern). World Englishes advocates for the 
legitimacy of English “varieties” or “creoles” that exist outside of what Braj Kachru calls “the 
inner circle,” and is comprised of the US, the UK, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand. WE also 
stresses a focus on the development of intercultural communicative competence, or a two-way 
process in which interlocutors negotiate language choices in order to achieve communication 
(Berns, Houghton). In this way, WE stands in contrast to subtractive bilingualism since the 
purpose of language teaching is never to replace one set of linguistic strategies with another, but 
rather for all communicators to broaden their knowledge of a diversity of (equally valid) English 
varieties.   
Second-Language Writing (SLW) 
While Writing Studies scholarship has been influenced by these paradigms, teacher-
scholars and administrator-scholars within the subfield of Second Language Writing (SLW) are 
still commonly tasked with “remediating” the language resources of institutionally-identified 
multilingual students. This can be a different task both logistically and politically than, for 
example, teaching two groups of NNS-identified students to communicate with each other in 
English. Institutions commonly frame the purpose of their SLW programs—or the purpose of 
education for any non-dominant language minoritized students—through the lens of teaching 
students to master the “codes of power” (Delpit) in order to enable students to be successful in a 
particular institutional context. Consider, for example, a recent advertisement announcing a 
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lecturer position at an urban community college, which is also a Hispanic Serving Institution 
(HSI):   
Latinx and Minority Rhetoric: [The college] is a minority-serving institution  
composed of more than 85% African-American and Latinx students of color.  
Candidates should have a strong understanding and experience of the literacy  
practices of Latinx students and students of color as they work to engage,  
confront and master the English-only dominated rhetoric of Academic Writing.  
(“Lecturer”) 
Although this is not a position that explicitly calls for someone with SLW expertise, this 
advertisement presents the tension at the center of the relationship between the institution and the 
SLW paradigm.  
 On one hand, the school wants the candidate to possess the cultural competence and 
knowledge necessary to work with a minoritized student population. Yet, the ad is explicitly 
calling for both confrontation and mastery. It implies a student, and perhaps a professional, who 
is critical of “the English-only dominated rhetoric of Academic Writing,” but who also believes 
in its existence, and ultimately subscribes to its authority. This professional may not share the 
institution’s goal that students perform “mastery,” or the idea that “mastery” is somehow 
transmittable rather than socially, politically, and contingently constructed (Street). Yet, the job 
is not to partner with language minoritized students to dismantle, to contextualize, to struggle, or 
to refuse. The job is to assimilate.  
The Translingual Paradigm 
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In its emphasis on the flexibility and fluidity of the boundaries between “named” 
languages like English, Spanish, or French (Canagarajah; Garcia & Wei; Lee; You), a 
translingual approach differs from the previous paradigms, although it also shares features of 
them. Trading the importance of mastering any particular set of linguistic resources—as well as 
the idea of “mastery”—for an emphasis on building learner skill and resources to engage in a 
variety of language negotiations, this means that the translingual paradigm shifts how we think 
about language learner identity. The focus on the order in which a language user learned a 
particular set of resources is deemphasized. As Ofelia Garcia has argued, while the use of terms 
like “emergent bilingual” are useful in communicating with teachers, administrators, and other 
stakeholders who are used to understanding students who are institutionally positioned in this 
way to be set apart from others, this term has no real meaning within a translingual paradigm 
(“Philosophies of Translanguaging and Translingualism”). All learners are language learners. All 
linguistic boundaries are socially, politically, and historically constructed linguistic boundaries. 
This is not to say that the boundaries are not meaningful to language users’ experiences of doing 
language. The boundaries are simply not real.  
 Furthermore, rather than understanding the development of a multitude of linguistic 
resources as a liability because of the perception that “underdeveloped” resources in certain 
varieties of English might “interfere” with the acquisition of a target language, translingualism 
highlights how language variation is always the norm. The languager with the fewest resources is 
the most at risk for not being able to communicate with the broadest audiences. This also means 
that within a translingual paradigm, subtractive language learning practices—such as banishing 
languages other than English from a classroom, or “translating” “broken” English into 
“standardized” English—lack relevance. Administrative practices which continue to minoritize 
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language learners without any expectation that those who are more proximate to the imagined 
dominant standard should have to assume any responsibilities to develop appropriate linguistic 
negotiation abilities may also face scrutiny.   
 Under a translingual paradigm, the identity of “translanguager” to describe a user of 
language who may have otherwise been classified as an “emergent bilingual,” or “English 
language learner” or “multilingual writer” should be avoided. This conflation can perpetuate the 
deficit narrative baggage that these labels carry. Additionally, as Jerry Won Lee argues, an 
important aim of translingualism must be to leave space for all “pathologized” linguistic 
practices within an institutional context: not only those that conform to traditional divides 
between “native” and “non-native” speakers (178). Students whose resources include non-
dominant English varieties  or whose language is otherwise received as a “variation” from a 
dominant standard are included within a translingual paradigm in a way that they are not 
necessarily included in an SLW paradigm. A translanguager can refer to anyone: including, but 
not limited to students who have been institutionally marked as multilingual or 
multidialectical,  but also those who are considered monolingual users of language. Every 
languager is always selecting from a (wider or more narrow) possible repertoire of resources.  
 It is also important to distinguish the act of “translanguaging” from the translingual 
approach or paradigm itself. The bilingual educator Cen Williams developed the term 
“translanguaging” to describe the way that he encouraged students to utilize their full linguistic 
repertoire in the composing, speaking, and reading process, and envisioned translanguaging as a 
strategy to maximize a bilingual child’s full range of linguistic abilities (García and Kleyn 11). 
Thus, the act of “translanguaging” specifically refers to a linguistic performance in which users 
select linguistic resources from a personal repertoire to negotiate and transform language across 
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a variety of contexts in order to achieve mutual understanding (Canagarajah; Garcia, Otheguy, 
and Reid; Garcia and Wei). Saying that translanguaging is a “performance” does not necessarily 
imply that there is agency involved. Instead—akin to what Vershawn Ashanti Young has 
described in the phenomenon of “code meshing,”or bringing together language resources from a 
variety of discourse communities—translanguaging (like code meshing) might not always be 
readily apparent. In other words, while it can be a term to describe an agentive action that 
speakers of multiple languages are using to negotiate meaning for the purposes of 
communication, or a rhetorical choice that one languager uses to consciously incorporate a 
multitude of named languages or dialects into a single discursive space (i.e. an academic article), 
as Young notes, “everybody code-meshes. There’s not one person who doesn’t. The task is to get 
people to see that they do it and to stop thinking ideologically that they don’t” (Allen and 
Carpenter). The act of translanguaging simply describes something about the way that language 
always works: users are always, consciously or not, selecting from their available resources to 
achieve a particular communicative effect. The reason that codemeshing and translanguaging are 
sometimes read as political acts is because they are sometimes performed by politicized 
languagers. 
 These distinctions are important for a few reasons. As Paul Kei Matsuda, Maria Fruit, 
Tamara Lee Burton Lamm, Christina Ortmeier-Hooper, Xiaoye You and other scholars have 
noted, a disciplinary divide that separates “mainstream” Writing Studies scholarship from the 
work of L2 writing scholarship has persisted for decades. Commonly, this divide 
programmatically segregates multilingual students (and also students who are institutionally 
determined to language at a deficit) from habitus speakers. This historic separation can prevent 
instructors in teaching practica from focusing on linguistic marginalization—particularly in 
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contexts where language minoritized students are thought to comprise a relatively small 
percentage of the total student population. Conflating or replacing “multilingual” with 
“translingual” further entrenches the historic separation between Writing Studies and TESOL, 
and provides students who are institutionally and culturally constructed as monolingual with an 
opportunity to abdicate responsibility for the development of linguistic negotiation skills. Doing 
translingual dispositions (Lee and Jenks) and developing rhetorical attunements (Lorimer 
Leonard) includes reckoning with an existing relationship to dominant linguistic ideologies by 
moving toward and across difference and multiplicity as an agentive performance and not only 
as a pragmatic necessity. Without all translanguagers engaging in this process, linguistic 
marginalization is certain to continue. 
 The differences I describe between the translingual and L2 paradigms are salient 
differences. This is why—although Bruce Horner and Sara Alvarez offer that a translingual 
paradigm is not a referendum on previous practices, but a shift in the way that we “think 
language difference” (8)—it is important that a translingual pedagogy does not become a 
restatement of SLW pedagogy and praxis. This is especially true when regarding SLW’s 
historical relationship to the field and to the institution. Jonathan Hall reminds us that the SLW 
and translingual paradigms share extensive roots. SLW has long insisted that readers develop 
more cosmopolitan and less rigid textual reception habits (Benesch; Leki; Matsuda and 
Jablonski; Rubin and William-James). It has advocated forcefully and convincingly for 
additional resources for language-minoritized students. Yet, SLW also positions itself as the 
pragmatic “helper” discipline when compared to the “idealistic” translingual paradigm. In 
“Clarifying the Relationship Between L2 Writing and Translingual Writing: An Open Letter to 
Writing Studies Editors and Organizational Leaders,” Atkinson et. al make the case for why 
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translingualism and SLW are an extension of the same project of confronting language 
minoritization, but argue that translingualism fails to help students to “develop and use their 
multiple language resources to serve their own purposes” (384, emphasis mine). The letter, 
however, fails to interrogate the structural origins of many of these “purposes,” which may 
include navigating a racist and linguistically marginalizing university infrastructure. It also fails 
to interrogate SLW’s own complicity in making these kinds of purposes possible.    
 The letter writers position themselves as the institutional realists, laboring to help 
students unlock the hidden curriculum. This puts the SLW project on equal footing with other 
liberal projects within institutional contexts: a point which I will expand in my second chapter. 
The danger is that this effectively rhetorically positions SLW programming or SLW specialist 
positions as the people who “fix” students’ language “problems,” allowing the continuance of a 
narrative in which minoritized students need mastery, but that dominant students and professors 
don’t need intercultural communicative competence. This means that by helping students to 
serve “their own purposes,” the SLW program enables and participates in the construction of 
these assumptions by failing to refuse them.  
 If language professionals position our work as helping multilingual students to develop 
their resources for their own purposes—no matter what the purposes are, or how they have been 
influenced by broader institutional cultures, or whether they participate in harm, or whether they 
harm the student—then this means that SLW risks continuing to ignore how, for example, 
racialization and difference in language reception practices impact students (Alim; Alim, 
Rickford, and Ball; Flores and Rosa). We risk the continuance of a “colorblind” (Bonilla-Silva) 
approach to language teaching which holds that codes of power are evenly dispensed and that 
SLW students are treated and taught equally, rather than treated and taught as though differences 
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in racialization, ability, class, gender identity, sexuality, religion, culture, and other axes and 
intersections of identity that they bring into the classroom affect their linguistic reception. In 
essence, the critique that translingualism fails to produce “pragmatic” responses to students’ 
needs points to a deeper ideological divide.  
 The signers are effectively conceding that even while students’ purposes may participate 
in upholding minoritizing paradigms, raciolinguistic ideologies, the myth of autonomous literacy 
development, and / or the logics of subtractive bilingualism, our work is simply to serve 
institutions by serving students. The development of translingual pedagogical approaches must 
remain attentive to the distinctions between the SLW paradigm and the translingual paradigm. A 
translingual approach must be a way of “thinking language difference” that forcefully asserts a 
set of values about the treatment of language within institutional contexts, even if this means 
rethinking what we mean when we say that a pedagogical approach is “student-centered.” 
Critiques of the Translingual Approach 
While the translingual approach must avoid recasting itself as an “updated” version of 
SLW, and must also resist narratives that cast it as a less “practical” pedagogical approach than 
the alternatives, translingualists must acknowledge critiques of the translingual approach itself. 
One critique relates to a translingual pedagogy’s potential to “flatten difference” for the sake of 
emphasizing linguistic fluidity and hybridity (Gilyard). As Carmen Kynard writes in the 2013 
inaugural issue of Literacy in Composition Studies, racial analysis as an absent absence informs 
the “still-dominant white center” from which literacies / literacy studies emerges and which still 
informs its methodological practices that continue to haunt its research. Avoiding or eliding 
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racial difference when discussing the translingual paradigm is a danger that is just as present in 
translingual scholarship as it is in the rest of the work of the field of Writing Studies.  
Translingualism and Flattening Racial Difference 
Several scholars have pointed to the ways in which a translingual approach to pedagogy 
risks collapsing all experiences of linguistic marginalization (Curry; Gilyard; Guerra; Matsuda). 
Telsha Curry’s Conference on College Composition and Communication presentation from 
2017, “My Mama Ain Yo Mama! A Discussion of Linguistic and Cultural Identity Appropriation 
in Conquered Trans-Rhetorical Spaces” shows how a translingual approach that emphasizes 
fluidity and linguistic negotiation can encourage students to appropriate linguistic and cultural 
resources from marginalized communities, or allow them to make false equations between the 
experience of marginalization. For Curry, attending to the way that race and racialization has 
attached itself historically to different language reception practices, but also attending to the 
ways that language has been used historically to obscure meaning for the purposes of organizing, 
resisting, and protesting against white supremacy, remains primary.  
Ignoring Racialized Reception Practices 
Nelson Flores and Jonathan Rosa’s work around the phenomenon of “raciolinguistic 
ideologies” further extends the idea of uneven and unjust linguistic reception practices and their 
intersection with race and racism. Raciolinguistic ideology, formed by the historical and 
contemporary co-construction of race and language, is found within the reception practices of 
what Flores and Rosa call a “white listening subject,” who has uneven expectations for users’ 
“proficiency” or what counts as “appropriate” language within a given context (“Undoing 
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Appropriateness”). As one example, Flores has cited the media attention granted to former vice 
presidential candidate Tim Kaine, a white man, for his Spanish bilingualism. Contrasting the 
reception practices for Kaine’s bilingualism with the reception of the bilingualism of former 
Secretary of Housing and Urban Development and current presidential hopeful Julián Castro, 
who is Latinx, Flores asserts that Castro:  
 ..has been described as not speaking “fluent Spanish.” This has raised questions about his  
 viability as a politician. It is, of course, unfathomable to imagine the viability of a white  
 politician being questioned because of a perceived lack of fluency in Spanish. To expect  
 this for Latinx politicians is working under the mistaken assumption that most Latinx  
 people prefer Spanish to English, which is far from the truth. (“Tim Kaine Speaks  
 Spanish. Does He Want a Cookie?”) 
Not only does Castro’s supposed “lack” of bilingualism create for him a liability that does not 
exist for Kaine, Castro’s “errors” are used as evidence that he is not “fully” bilingual while 
Kaine’s bilingualism is simply celebrated and never read as “imperfect.” The white listening 
subject perceives Kaine’s Spanish knowledge as exceptional rather than as expected. Thus, for 
Flores, the difference between Kaine’s and Castro’s Spanish ability lies not in the actual 
substance of their linguistic competencies, but in the audience’s racialized judgements and 
expectations. These experiences of multilingualism and of linguistic boundaries are not the 
same.  
Translingual Pedagogy as Linguistic Tourism 
Paul Kei Matsuda, who has written extensively about the fact that a myth of linguistic 
homogeneity perpetuates English Only orientations in writing programs and in universities and 
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leaves very little room for linguistic variety, has also argued that a translingual approach could 
promote a dangerous flattening of linguistic marginalization. For Matsuda, the danger 
particularly lies in classrooms where linguistic negotiation remains an option rather than a 
necessity for some students who are the most proximate to linguistic power. When this power 
dynamic is obscured by the way that the approach can make false equivalencies between 
linguistic learning experiences within specific institutional contexts, the epistemological and 
intellectual struggle of learning a new language is lost on students who can assume they have an 
understanding of a complex culture by “tasting” it in a safe and familiar way. While Matsuda is 
not pointing explicitly to race, his larger point potentially particularly impacts racialized 
students.  
 Another problem arises when asking language minoritized students to “perform” their 
full linguistic spectrum, as Juan Guerra has argued, which results in writing that “[lacks] the 
social, personal, and interrelational stakes – as well as the intimate, rhetorical familiarity – that 
[the student] readily found at home” (231). Not only does this performance lack rhetoricity, the 
performance of code meshing for a teacher who doesn’t share the position of linguistic 
marginalization can feel colonizing and, as Curry demonstrates, can open the door to 
appropriation, misrecognition, and further flattening. Translingualists must avoid cultivating an 
ethnocentric “fascination” with “alien writing”—either in themselves, or in their linguistically 
dominant students—rather than fostering deep engagement with knowledgeable interlocutors 
capable of reading and understanding the work of others (Matsuda). These attitudes can obscure 
important material differences that languagers experience, even despite the “constructedness” of 
the boundaries that they face, which can become lost when fluidity is emphasized (Gilyard).  
Translingualism and the Ideal Neoliberal Subject 
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Ultimately, the practice of “celebrating” the affordances of learning multiple languages 
without paying critical attention to how this learning can mean that a pedagogical approach can 
become complicit with upholding dominant relations of power. As Flores also argues, the 
overemphasis of linguistic fluidity and flexibility can make more radical language paradigms co-
optable in the way that they can emphasize the development of the “plurilingual,” neoliberal 
subject: a flexible, globally-minded, mobile person who is capable of moving across boundaries 
of nation, language, and identity in order to serve the emergent needs of global capital. 
Plurilingualism—an additive philosophy of language forwarded especially by language 
education scholars within the European Union—holds that language users acquire linguistic 
skills and cultural attunements that interact and support one another (Flores). While 
plurilingualism and translingualism differ since plurilingualism subscribes to a more bounded 
conception of language resources, and translingualism does not (Garcia, Otheguy and Reid), 
Flores’ larger argument is that there is a danger in building curriculum toward cultivating the 
linguistic practices of already privileged, wealthy, able-bodied, and mobile “global citizens” 
while diminishing the translingual experiences of those without the same positionalities. For all 
of these scholars, not all borders are created, transversed, or encountered equally.  
 Responding in part to critiques like these, Suresh Canagarjah counters in Translingual 
Practices and Neoliberal Policies that because translanguaging is often used as a strategy for 
resistance, it is inaccurate to say that its hybridity framework is inherently problematic or 
especially susceptible to co-option. Highlighting the linguistic strategies of African migrant 
workers in English-dominant workplaces, Canagarjah shows how workers use translingual 
negotiation as a way to subvert hegemonic linguistic expectations rather than conforming to 
them. Ultimately, Canagarajah argues for a separation: scholars can study agentive, resistant 
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linguistic practices in authentic contexts without furthering a neoliberalizing agenda, even when 
the practice of ideological misappropriations by institutions can willfully misinterpret a 
translingual approach to primarily focus on producing “flexible” languagers and mobile global 
citizens.  
 Yet, while Canagarajah shows us how translingual negotiations can be weaponized 
against hegemony, several questions remain when we are specifically thinking about a 
translingual pedagogical approach that resides within an institutional context with a 
fundamentally assimilative mission. While it may be true that translingual negotiation can 
subvert dominant expectations, it is far from a foregone conclusion that students and teachers 
will use it to work together toward dismantling racialized linguistic marginalization. What has 
been posited so far as a translingual pedagogical approach has focused more on helping students 
to understand, honor, and recognize linguistic diversity (even when it is often uncertain how 
faculty are positioned to understand, honor, and recognize the full complexity of linguistic 
diversity in their own classrooms), and less on “directly confronting English monolingualist 
expectations by researching and teaching how writers can work with and against, not simply 
within, those expectations” (Horner, Lu, Royster and Trimbur 305). A translingual pedagogy 
must remain capacious enough to do many things at once. Yet, this idea of “directly confronting” 
and “working against” can sometimes work at cross purposes with other goals. In the end, a 
translingual approach might need to explicitly confront a variety of institutional mandates—
indeed, the desires of some students—toward the kind of career readiness, linguistic assimilation, 
and “global” citizenship that uncritically upholds racialized linguistic hierarchies.  
Toward an Anti-Racist Translingual Approach 
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 How might we work against ignoring racialized reception practices, flattening difference, 
or investing in a translingual approach that will inevitably produce an ecology of “ideal” and 
“disposable” languagers within institutional contexts? Vershawn Ashanti Young and Frankie 
Condon suggest the critical importance of linking a translingual approach to an anti-racist 
approach as one way to start. Young and Condon’s keynote address at the 2018 Mid-Atlantic 
Writing Center Association suggests that this necessary synthesis is still absent:  
If our writing center is to be translingual then it must also be specifically anti-racist. We 
 need to complicate and expand our concept of translingualism to include all the dialects 
 of English spoken by American students, including dialects spoken/written by students of 
 color and by students with diverse linguistic experiences within the United States. 
 Translingualism must include not just global Englishes, but domestic Englishes too. 
 Anything less is racism. (qtd. in Moroski) 
Building on Young and Condon’s call to more explicitly link and synthesize translingualism and 
antiracism, my next chapter considers how dominant liberal pedagogical philosophies within 
Writing Studies can actively work against this goal. However, to move beyond a liberal 
paradigm of faculty development, I am also arguing that we may need to move beyond current 
institutional contexts and predictable paths for educating faculty. An anti-racist translingual 
approach must interrogate, work actively to dismantle, and reimagine the economic system that 










CHAPTER TWO  




In this chapter, I consider why building an anti-racist translingual approach poses a 
particular challenge within our contemporary university context, especially given the current 
landscape of options for faculty education. First, building on Condon and Young’s assertion that 
a translingual pedagogical approach must be anti-racist, as well as Laura Greenfield’s call to 
interrogate the logics of liberalism within Writing Studies pedagogy, I argue for why “anti-
racist” approaches which center the interrogation of white supremacy at an individual or 
institutional level, but which do not meaningfully work toward redistributive economic justice, 
will remain inadequate to the task of challenging white language supremacy. Then, reviewing 
three common models of faculty development that encourage faculty to incorporate writing, or to 
teach it exclusively, in their classrooms, I argue for why the dominant mode of “building master 
teachers” within the first-year composition practicum, the WAC/WID faculty development 
context, and Centers for Teaching and Learning can actually further reinscribe the racial 
hierarchies that it claims to dismantle through a phenomenon that Jodi Melamed calls “liberal 
antiracism.” 
Liberalism, Anti-Racism, and Liberal Anti-Racism in Writing Studies  
In Radical Writing Center Praxis, Laura Greenfield defines and complicates liberalism: a 
political and moral philosophy which centers individuals and their needs, rights, and beliefs, and 
that deemphasizes, discourages, or refuses “the naming of a specific ethical imperative” in favor 
of a more relativistic approach to—for example—student-centered teaching (47). Noting that 
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liberalism has guided much of the pedagogical approach in Writing Centers, where consultations 
commonly revolve around helping a student to work toward a goal that they self-define, 
Greenfield is critical of its limitations. Using Stephen North’s commonly cited refrain that 
Writing Centers create “better writers” rather than “better writing,” Greenfield notes that one of 
the major tensions within liberal pedagogies is how they allow us to define “better” writers as 
ones who have strengthened an ideological position that is actively oppressive:  
...Writers could in theory become better writers when they can independently produce 
texts that effectively inspire readers to be kinder and more compassionate, to think 
critically about social injustices, or to take meaningful action for positive change. Just as 
easily, writers could become better writers when they can write hateful arguments even 
more persuasively, inciting fear and violence. Better writers can become students who 
use homophobic language more eloquently in ways that contribute to an exclusionary and 
dangerous campus climate. (48) 
Because liberalism avoids an explicit naming or centering of values, beyond indirect coaching 
(which, Greenfield notes, is often paternalistic and manipulative in the way that it ultimately tries 
to “steer” the student in a direction that is predetermined by the tutor), the liberal Writing Center 
permits the student to move toward their own purposes, no matter the social costs. If the tutor, 
other students at the university, or people outside of the Writing Center are ultimately harmed by 
the way that the Writing Center may have helped students to achieve their goals, liberalism 
allows The Writing Center to escape culpability. The tutor’s task is to center and strengthen the 
individual writer. What happens when the student leaves the center is not part of the job.  
 A liberal ideology can also make it difficult for the Writing Center to contradict purposes 
for services that are externally determined: a point which Greenfield also makes about the 
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transition of her own center toward a more democratically organized and radical model. 
Greenfield describes an interaction between professors in a business department who requested 
the services of the Writing Center in the development of a pitch workshop aimed at making 
female students more assertive and confident. Greenfield’s staff, who disagreed with the premise 
of the workshop, negotiated with the department to determine whether the workshop could, 
instead, cover the development of active listening skills and problematize the concept of the 
“assertive” pitch in the first place. In a Writing Center oriented toward liberalism, this kind of 
negotiation would be less possible, because the liberal Writing Center functions to help 
individuals meet their own goals. The job is to help students to navigate structures as they are, 
rather than acting directly on those structures to reimagine how they could be.    
Within the context of Writing Centers, an adherence to liberalism can make tutors and 
directors “unintentionally passive facilitators of a host of unethical practices” (44), which may 
range from a failure to articulate the difference between an institution’s positioning of the work 
of writing center consultants, and the work that consultants say that they do. This results in the 
creation of centers where students are sometimes forced to meet with consultants, where 
students’ work is surveilled and reported to professors, and where the majority of resources are 
concentrated on engaging with student writing rather than on opening reciprocal dialogue with 
faculty about harmful prompts, pedagogical approaches, or restrictive ideas about language that 
so commonly enter our field of vision. A failure to explicitly articulate values means that the 
Writing Center becomes whatever everyone else thinks that it is.  
 Greenfield argues that liberalism in Writing Centers has further linked the idea of 
neutrality to the idea of professionalism, making it impossible for tutors to maintain 
“professionalism” while also refusing to help a writer meet their own purpose if the tutor finds 
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those purposes to participate in damaging ideas about language, or in the creation of language 
that damages. For instance, it could be considered negligent not to “play the devil’s advocate,” 
even while this could have the ultimate effect of strengthening arguments that directly threaten a 
tutor’s own safety (49). 
 An adherence to a liberal approach is not just visible within Writing Center pedagogy, 
but is also reflected in the SLW critique of translingualism that I outlined in chapter 1. SLW 
scholars framed the translingual approach as a less adequate recapitulation of well-worn 
territory, as something that is yet too theoretical to actually help students, because it is 
characterized as a set of practices that do not (yet) focus on guiding students to achieve “their 
own purposes.” This framing points to the value placed on non-directiveness in helping students 
to meet their own goals and to a wider rejection within the field of practices that are imagined 
not to be immediately “useful.” If a pedagogy doesn’t help students to do what they want or need 
to do within an institution, this critique frames the approach as not valuable or not yet mature 
enough to serve a pragmatic purpose. 
 Liberalism in dominant pedagogical models within the broader field have more recently 
intersected (and, at times, conflicted) with what have been more recently defined as “anti-racist” 
approaches to writing pedagogy and research. As Catherine Prendergast warned two decades 
ago, race and racial analysis have remained an “absent presence” in the field of Writing Studies, 
partially as a consequence of liberal multiculturalism and its attendant adherence to what 
Eduardo Bonilla-Silva has called “colorblind racism.” Calling on compositionists to incorporate 
analysis from the field of Critical Race Theory (CRT), Prendergast notes that “the present 
challenge for compositionists is to develop theorizations of race that do not reinscribe people of 
color as either foreign or invisible, nor leave whiteness uninvestigated” (51). Here, Prendergast 
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calls to put race consciously at the center of research investigation and pedagogical practice 
rather than leaving it as an unexamined component in the background.  
 Since Prendergast made this observation, there have been many critical methodological 
and pedagogical interventions that seek to more consciously center racism, racial analysis, and 
antiracism. Victor Villanueva’s 2006 description of the “new” racism includes several examples 
of racism’s appearances within the Burkean tropes of metaphor, metonymy, synecdoche, and 
uses of irony: especially inside and outside of the Writing Center within the context of the 
university writing classroom (6). There has also been a more conscious attempt to develop and 
center “racial methodologies” in writing assessment research (Inoue; Inoue and Poe); what Aja 
Y. Martinez has identified as the methodological practice of “counterstory”; what Iris Ruiz has 
called “critical historiography;” and what Frankie Condon and Vershawn Ashanti Young have 
identified as “anti-racist pedagogies,” which have all catalyzed additional research, teaching, and 
teacher education praxis that seek to move race and racialization from the margin to the center.  
 Inoue’s Anti-Racist Writing Assessment Ecologies builds on earlier work to explicitly link 
racial data and achievement outcomes in writing programs in order to reexamine curricular and 
assessment approaches. Martinez’s methodology of counterstory provides a method for speaking 
back to dominant ideology through narrated dialogue, autoethnographic or autobiological 
accounts, and fantasy or allegorical writing. Ruiz’s critical historiographic methodology draws 
on methods from within the fields of Ethnic Studies and Critical History to (re)tell the narratives 
of the field of Writing Studies by drawing attention to the overlooked critical interventions and 
histories of educational inclusiveness by historically racially and linguistically marginalized 
groups of people. Condon and Young’s work on anti-racist pedagogical approaches has 
investigated and inspired reflection on the classroom practices surrounding race talk. From 
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investigations on how to structure effective discussions on race (Poe); to closely examining 
whiteness and whiteliness across a variety of national contexts (Condon; Kim and Olson); to 
deconstructing colorblind approaches to Writing Studies with students (Pimentel, Pimentel, and 
Dean); to investigating the limitations of narrative in discussions of race (Diab, Simpkins, Ferrel 
and Godbee), interest in anti-racist work within the field has greatly increased. 
 Another area of focus has been a clearer articulation and study of whiteness, 
“whiteliness” (Condon), and “white habitus” (Inoue): the habits, epistemologies, assumptions, 
and ontologies that keep white supremacist logics in place (3). Whether theorizing the necessity 
of making whiteness explicitly “visible” (Prendergast and Shor); how whiteness has maintained 
dominance within English studies (Barnett); how to use whiteness studies to move pre-service 
teachers toward equity pedagogies (Brandon); interrogating whiteness within the context of 
service-learning or service-learning curricular design (Ashley; Green); or investigating the 
“invisible” whiteness of digital interfaces (Kendrick; Selfe and Selfe), this project is often 
framed as a way to “uncover” white respectability politics (Campbell) within institutional or 
designed spaces.  
 Consciously centering race, racial analysis, and the analysis of whiteness and white 
supremacy in pedagogy and research can be crucial work. However, it is critical that an anti-
racist approach to translingual pedagogy does not become an approach which is mostly 
concerned with recognizing and naming white supremacy and / or valuing and celebrating 
difference. This is because, as Jodi Melamed argues in Represent and Destroy: Rationalizing 
Violence in the New Racial Capitalism, antiracism and liberalism have long functioned together 
toward the purpose of ultimately reinscribing and entrenching racial hierarchies rather than 
challenging them. For Melamed, a “liberal anti-racist” approach—one which separates racial 
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analysis and the redressing of white supremacy from acting directly on the material conditions 
which sustain the need for racial hierarchies in the first place—can ironically strengthen and 
cement (rather than undermining) the same racialized hierarchies it purports to challenge. In 
order to understand why this is the case, it is critical to understand how scholars and activists 
within the Black radical tradition have long argued that racism emerges from, and is reinscribed 
by, capitalism (Davis; Du Bois; Gilmore; Kelley; James; Robinson; E. Williams): a phenomenon 
called “racial capitalism.”  
 In the book Black Marxism, Cedric J. Robinson challenges Karl Marx’s perception of 
capitalism as a rebellion against the feudalist system, arguing that rather than breaking from the 
old order, racialization and capitalism continued to co-develop in order to evolve feudalism. 
Robinson’s intervention considers the ways in which forms of racism and racialization pre-
existed before capitalism, arguing that when the economic system evolved, capitalism’s 
continued success remained dependent on the enforcement of a rigid social hierarchy. Race 
remained and further evolved, and what Robin D.G. Kelley has called “racial regimes” continued 
to develop as a tool of enforcement. As one example, Kelley cites the origin of the founding and 
funding of the police. As an arm of the state charged with enforcing enslavement, and punishing 
or returning fugitive enslaved people, the police were ultimately imagined as an entity that 
protected and ensured investment capital for those who had been coded as white. The dual and 
intertwined systems of white supremacy and racism justified the consolidation of wealth that is 
necessary under a capitalist system with a finite number of natural resources.   
 The legal scholar Nancy Leong further defines “racial capitalism” as “the process of 
deriving social or economic value from the racial identity of another person” (2152). Her work, 
which focuses on the ways in which primarily white institutions and businesses extract value for 
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their brands through the presence of non-white people, helps to further explain how universities 
can espouse “commitments” to antiracism by vowing to increase representation in racialized 
bodies or texts without doing anything to confront how the economic system creates the 
conditions under which race, racialization, and racial hierarchies become legible, meaningful, 
and necessary in the first place. This explains how universities were able to draft statements 
supporting antiracism and condemning white supremacist violence in the summer of 2020 as a 
result of the state-sanctioned murder of George Floyd, Tony McDade, and Breonna Taylor while 
simultaneously failing to accept culpability for accelerating an ongoing racialized student debt 
crisis.    
 If capitalism further entrenches racialization and racial hierarchies, and if race is a tool 
for justifying unequal accumulation, then we do not dismantle racism by increasing 
representation in racialized bodies or languaging practices on campuses, or racialized texts in 
classrooms. We do not dismantle racism by adjusting our expectations surrounding the presence 
of “error,” or by “rooting out” our biases, or by checking our privilege, or by managing our 
fragilities, or by interrogating our whiteness and whiteliness. Some of these things are useful and 
important practices for a host of other reasons, and they contribute to a climate that enables other 
work. They just don’t meaningfully confront the existing economic order. At worst, they can 
therefore appear to challenge white supremacy while upholding infrastructures designed to 
further entrench inequitable and racialized accumulation.  
Liberalism and Antiracism in University Faculty Education  
Interrogating liberalism and liberal anti-racist ideologies within our dominant faculty 
development models may help translingualists and faculty educators who work toward instilling 
a translingual orientation in faculty to build an anti-racist translingual pedagogical approach that 
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deals with the root causes of racialized linguistic marginalization rather than appearing to treat its 
symptoms. However, this work presents its own challenges. Research on translingual faculty 
development is still very nascent (Canagarajah, “Translingual Writing and Teacher Development 
in Composition”): a reflection, perhaps, on the comparative lack of faculty development research 
writ large within higher education, and the low status of teaching itself. This fact is indicative of 
a larger phenomenon in the field where—as Sidney Dobrin argues—Writing Studies’s “inability 
to articulate an intellectual focus beyond the training of teachers'' positions it to remain 
“excessively conservative” and concerned, primarily, with the management and gatekeeping of 
students and their literacy practices (18).  
As Donna Strickland has argued, the “managerial unconscious” at the center of writing 
program administration can, indeed, make the work of our field primarily concerned with 
enforcing rules that we didn’t create and that don’t support the findings of our scholarship. 
However, this dismissal also participates in the intellectual delegitimization of faculty education 
as a project that somehow necessarily reproduces normativity. For Dobrin, Writing Studies 
scholarship has focused too much on normative teachers teaching normative students the norms 
of academic writing and too little on “ideology, politics, subjectivities, agencies, identities, 
discourses, rhetorics, and grammars” (20-21). Yet, conservatism and a “distaste” for theory is not 
somehow inherent to the work of teacher education. It is a consequence of a larger tendency 
toward liberalism in our most dominant pedagogical models.  
Within Writing Studies, research on faculty education tends to fall in one of three 
categories: research about the teaching practicum; faculty development research on Writing 
Across the Curriculum / Writing in the Disciplines; and interdisciplinary faculty development 
research that is informed by Writing Studies scholarship. In the following section, I review these 
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three areas of research and consider how liberal and “liberal anti-racist” frameworks tend to 
inform some of them. I argue that an anti-racist translingual pedagogical approach must help us 
to think beyond a structure that either celebrates, or assimilates, the individual languaging 
practices of students or the behaviors and dispositions of faculty; and that either centers, or 
ignores, students “own purposes,” within a fundamentally oppressive system. It is not, however, 
work that can probably meaningfully be done inside of our current paradigms of faculty 
education within institutions as they are currently constituted. 
The Teaching Practicum 
Despite the reality that part-time contingent employees who are not graduate students 
have accounted for the majority of all academic workers since the mid-1990s in American 
universities (“Trends”), much of the scholarship surrounding faculty development within the 
field of Writing Studies has continued to focus on faculty education that is primarily geared 
toward graduate students: the teaching practicum. As Paula Krebs—the Executive Director of the 
Modern Language Association—has argued, this makes a certain kind of sense. Graduate 
students will become faculty, whether contingent or full-time, and both studying and 
incorporating comprehensive faculty development into graduate programs is, ostensibly, one way 
to better ensure that future faculty have a shared language and a more coherent philosophy of 
teaching, especially as more and more teaching-centric jobs become the majority of faculty 
positions. As Elizabeth Alsop has noted, this is why programs like the CUNY Humanities 
Alliance, Reimagining the Humanities Ph.D., and Reaching New Publics—which all prepare 
graduate students to teach community college students through an intensive mentoring 
program—are such necessary correctives to traditional practicum models that assume a similarity 
between the undergraduate student population that a graduate student will teach as a teaching 
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fellow, and the future teaching context in which they are most likely to find employment. The 
balance of research focusing on the practicum is undoubtedly also simply a practical and 
logistical inevitability. Many writing programs have a practicum, but fewer have a consistent 
resource for the continuing development of the majority of faculty. Continued professional 
development is often sporadic and limited to occasional opportunities when pockets of money 
materialize from grants, resulting in totally and unpredictably uneven training for faculty who are 
necessarily transient.   
Additionally, there is very little research that specifically focuses on anti-racist pedagogy 
within the context of the first-year composition practicum. As Genevieve García de Müeller and 
Iris Ruiz’s research on strategies aimed at combating racism in the first-year composition 
program indicates, the context of race and racism is rarely even mentioned in this context and, 
when it is, is commonly described by graduate student practicum participants as “mostly White 
people talking to other White people about race” (30). However, even when the practicum 
context does include “race talk,” or “race-based initiatives'' (32), the practicum’s design within 
our current labor reality necessitates that we will be preparing students with a foundation of 
racial literacy in one context, and then communicating that this literacy will be “transferable” to 
other contexts. Rather than preparing teachers to co-interrogate, dismantle, and reimagine the 
unjust economic structures that perpetuate racial hierarchies within a specific context, “anti-racist 
pedagogy” can become conflated with the mastery of certain ways of talking about racism and a 
comfortability with managing “difficult conversations” across any generic context.  
The practicum, as it is commonly constituted, also communicates that learning to teach 
happens primarily in a graduate program, and not as a lifelong process of developing an 
unmasterable craft within a specific context and among a particular body of students. Under 
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these circumstances, the possibilities for anti-racist pedagogy are further limited. The 
professional expectation that graduate students will necessarily leave the context of their 
graduate program in favor of advancing in an academic career, paired with the majority of 
research about teachers focusing on graduate students, additionally cements the myth of a 
“transferable” faculty education experience. This model of faculty education is designed to 
sustain a graduate student’s flexible navigation from one context to another to serve the needs of 
capital. As Rachel C. Jackson further argues, the professional expectation of relocation 
particularly threatens the work of community-engaged BIPOC scholars, undermining the 
importance of existing community ties to teaching and scholarly efficacy. Jackson, a teacher-
scholar who identifies as Cherokee, argues for how “the professional pressure to relocate” within 
the US academic job market parallels the historical “reinscription of removal” that has 
intentionally interrupted Indigenous lifeways and decolonial resistances (496). Jackson’s work 
reminds us that faculty education that is premised on the expectation of professional transience 
and “flexibility” is not faculty education that lays groundwork for doing anti-racist praxis.   
In research on the practicum, it is not only race and racism that is an “absent presence.” It 
is also what feels like the inevitably of an economic labor structure that is inextricably tied to the 
kind of racism many anti-racist pedagogical approaches seek to undo. When researchers have 
consistently found a lack of a significant link between formal pedagogy education and actual 
shifts in classroom practices as a result of enrollment in a practicum: especially with practica that 
last a standard 14 weeks at the very beginning of a new instructor’s career (Reid, Estrem, and 
Belcheir), this is rarely attributed to the selection processes in graduate education, to the criteria 
that determine a graduate student’s existing ties to a community or existing cultural 
competencies, or to the larger labor context. Instead, it is assumed that what graduate students 
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need is simply a more robust and lengthy practicum. This is in spite of the fact that teachers who 
live and work in more racially and linguistically monocultural settings tend to remain unmoved 
by teacher education that explicitly focuses on challenging racism, even when the length and 
depth of training is more intensive (Milner).  
Our labor context ensures that a move toward “anti-racist” pedagogy will be a move 
toward liberal antiracism which focuses on the personal development of flexible, individual 
laborers. While racial analysis and racial justice frameworks are egregiously absent from so 
many practica, it will still remain inadequate to “tack on” a unit to an unchanged existing 
practicum syllabus—what Karen Rowan and Laura Greenfield have called “the week-twelve 
approach”—where race is a deprioritized item on a syllabus, rather than central to the premise of 
the class, if it appears at all. However, even changing the class entirely to focus on the co-
construction of race and language within the Composition program has limitations if the 
fundamental purpose and structure of the traditional practicum is left in place. Acknowledging 
and naming racializing structures and racism can ultimately teach students how to (or not to) talk 
about race while failing to meaningfully challenge large, structural inequities which ultimately 
cement racial capitalism’s hold.    
Faculty Development in Writing Across the Curriculum (WAC) and Writing In the Disciplines 
(WID) 
 
Another body of faculty development research within the field of Writing Studies has 
arisen from the Writing Across the Curriculum (WAC) and Writing In the Disciplines (WID) 
movement. In his book, Writing In the Academic Disciplines, 1870-1990: A Curricular History, 
David Russel traces the idea for this movement—and more generally, the idea of teaching 
writing explicitly and outside of the first-year composition classroom—to curricular expansions 
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that focused on writing instruction in the late nineteenth century. The widening of primary, 
secondary, and postsecondary educational opportunities brought students to the classroom who 
had previously been denied a place. Accelerated by the American Civil War, the Morrill Land-
Grant Colleges Acts of 1862 and 1890, and eventually World War I, colleges began to see the 
inclusion of working-class white men, white women, and minority students into the fold of 
higher education. Much like the Civil Rights-era expansion that occurred almost a century later, 
this rapid change in the student population precipitated institutional anxiety to quickly and 
effectively remediate and assimilate the new students’ writing. 
However, it wasn’t until over a century later, in the early 1980s, that the WAC/WID 
movements began to take shape in the ways that projects like the International WAC/WID 
Mapping Project currently define them. In 2006, researchers within this project began conducting 
surveys to map the presence of Writing Across the Curriculum (WAC) and Writing in the 
Disciplines (WID) programs in institutions across the world (“Overview”). This project defines 
the presence of WAC/WID on a campus by measuring which campuses self-report that they have 
codified and systematic instruction (whether as part of a curriculum, a tutoring program, or in 
other ways) in writing. The survey specifically asks whether the writing instruction on the 
campus involves any of the following program features: “writing and/or speaking to learn; 
applying new technologies to learning; learning disciplinary conventions; critical thinking of 
writing and/or speaking; proficiency in standard written English; preparing students for the 
workplace” (“2006-2008 WAC Survey Questions”).  Several follow-up surveys, including a 5-
year survey that culminated in 2020, have revealed a steady increase in the presence of WAC / 
WID in universities as it is defined by this project. Beginning around 2008, more institutions 
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reported having a WAC / WID program than institutions who reported not having one. This is a 
trend that has continued until today.  
 As the International WAC/WID Mapping Project shows, WAC/WID programs operate 
in a variety of capacities based on an even wider variety of local circumstances, which makes it 
difficult to concretely name and define what is (and is not) a WAC/WID approach. However, 
broadly, contemporary programs generally operate in one of two ways. In the first model, writing 
specialists teach students to identify and practice composing in genres and styles that are 
common within a particular discipline (i.e. Writing for Engineers), or across several disciplines 
within the space of a single class (i.e. assignments that ask students to practice writing in the 
humanities, the social sciences, and the sciences). In another model, instructors within particular 
disciplines learn to teach writing for specific disciplinary purposes, and / or to incorporate 
writing-to-learn exercises 
While faculty development conditions, resources, and approaches are similarly varied, 
research within WAC / WID programs can provide an essential understanding of faculty 
development that is explicitly designed for faculty who are not necessarily prefigured to leave an 
institutional context. Yet, like practicum research, it is often very limited in scope and in the 
population that it measures. Idiosyncratic local circumstances often account for the “success” of 
programs, which is commonly measured by faculty self-reporting an increase in the assignment 
of writing and in explicit writing instruction within their classroom. For instance, while a 2017 
case study designed to measure the key components of effective faculty development for the 
WAC context with STEM professors showed that 86% of faculty participants in a semester-long 
faculty development seminar planned to use what they had learned in their workshop in the 
following semester, the primary metric relied on survey data exclusively from full-time faculty 
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participants. The study mentions that “past participants have been actively using the strategies 
that they learned and the deliverables that they created during the program in their teaching” 
according to follow-up conversations conducted by workshop facilitators, but researchers 
acknowledge that more thorough assessment is still necessary and that generalizability from 
studies such as this one is complicated (Zemliansky and Berry 313).  
Like with practicum research, explicitly designated “anti-racist” pedagogical approaches 
to WAC/WID faculty development are still scarce. In a 2018 interview in WAC Journal between 
Neal Lerner and Asao Inoue, Inoue notes that he has noticed “a lack of any substantive 
theorizing or use of theories of race and racism, intersectional or not, in how teaching or learning 
writing across disciplines happens or could happen” (114), which Lerner frames in the beginning 
of the interview as the “rock and a hard place” between which the WAC/WID discipline often 
finds itself. For Lerner, WAC/WID is limited because while WAC/WID scholars and 
practitioners view writing as a way to help students “become agentive,” the forms of writing that 
students are often expected to produce in other fields are governed by external “standards” that 
remain out of writing teachers’ control (112). Once again, WAC/WID is figured in this 
description as a liberal project: one in which the goal is to help students to achieve their own 
purposes, or to achieve the predetermined purposes of a discipline or profession, which becomes 
work that is insufficient to the task of meaningfully challenging the status quo. Thus, racial 
analysis and racial justice frameworks might remain absent not only because of what Lerner 
frames as a “highly visible lack of teachers and scholars of color in WAC/WID research and 
practice”: a logic that assumes that “race work” is the job of raced scholars (112). It might also 
remain absent because doing WAC/WID work that moves beyond assimilation is not imagined 
to be part of WAC/WID’s purpose, or the purpose of helping students to develop their agency, 
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especially when their goals align with the project of institutional assimilation.  
 Mya Poe’s framework for race and writing across the curriculum is one of the few pieces 
of WAC/WID scholarship that does explicitly center racism and racial analysis in faculty 
development work. Drawing on Brian Huot’s framework for the assessment of writing at the 
programmatic level, Poe’s intervention offers a necessary corrective to the logic of the one-size-
fits-all approach to faculty development in the practicum, arguing that rather than “starting with 
generalizations about teaching writing to racially diverse student populations, it is better to start 
with discussions about local students and local needs” (5). The ensuing framework ultimately 
councils WAC/WID faculty and program designers to interrogate status quo expectations of 
disciplinary conventions, accounting for the ways that writing faculty (and student peer 
reviewers) within WAC/WID contexts might assume “error” in the presence of racialized 
difference on account of internalized racial biases. It also directs faculty toward a number of 
practices, such as accounting for the number and style of comments that they make on student 
work, thinking systemically about racialized patterns of “achievement” across programs, helping 
students to notice their perceptions of effectiveness in deviation from “Standard” English, and 
sensitizing students (and themselves) to their own linguistic ideologies. These things are framed 
in service of preparing students for the “multilingual realities” in which they will likely work.  
Within this framework, racial analysis functions as a tool for helping faculty to recognize 
the ways in which they are (un)intentionally flattening, dismissing, or rejecting racialized 
languaging practices within what is framed as a context that reflects “the shifting demographics 
of higher education” (10). Yet, again, the goal of this work seems to be to prepare students to 
meet the imagined rhetorical expectations of disciplinary audiences. Poe further positions this 
framework as a tool to teach students “about the connection between linguistic diversity and 
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professional practice” (10) in the same way that the International WAC/WID Mapping Project 
measures features of WAC/WID programs in terms of whether they include the goal of 
“preparing students for the workplace” (“2006-2008 WAC Survey Questions”). The ultimate 
goal may be to prepare students to be what Melamed calls “multicultural global citizens”: 
educated elites who understand how to more acceptably talk about racialized linguistic difference 
in a way that garners and consolidates their own cultural capital (Melamed 44-45).  
For Melamed, the multicultural global citizen is central to sustaining what she calls 
“official antiracisms,” which reproduce and maintain the racist order that antiracism is allegedly 
intended to disrupt. Melamed’s work describes the way that reading racially “representative” 
literature as a way to develop antiracist consciousness allows the educated elite to separate 
racism from the material conditions which create and sustain it. This phenomenon was most 
recently made apparent in the decision of universities to declare support for “anti-racism” in 
statements released throughout the summer of 2020 while avoiding a commitment to, for 
example, create a sustainable living wage and health insurance for the disproportionately BIPOC 
service and maintenance workers who were furloughed as a result of campus COVID 
closures.  There is a risk in assuming that centering race as the most important part of an analysis 
makes that work anti-racist: centering race does not necessarily do anything to transform 
material conditions. Rather than preparing students or faculty to meaningfully confront, disrupt, 
or reimagine an economic structures that keeps racial hierarchies intact, appending a racial 
analysis framework to WAC/WID work could simply produce better workers, and more 
personally “agentive” and flexible writers who are more able to speak the language of antiracism 
without meaningfully challenging racial hierarchies.  




The expansion of university Centers for Teaching and Learning (CTLs) have become 
sites of burgeoning scholarship of higher education pedagogy. The first, the Center of Research 
on Learning and Teaching at the University of Michigan, was founded in 1962: just two years 
before funding from War on Poverty legislation and one year before the Higher Education Act 
massively expanded federal spending on college and university education for working-class and 
middle-class students (“About CLRT”). While initially established as research and faculty 
development centers equipped to foster research-supported interdisciplinary faculty education—
notably, at a historical moment where the student population continued to shift and expand—
today, almost half of the nation’s CTLs also assume at least some responsibility for cross-
disciplinary instruction in distance learning and instructional technology (Kelley et. al). 
As Isis Artze-Vega et al. have noted, those who pursue graduate work within the field of 
Writing Studies and increasingly staffing and directing interdisciplinary offices tasked with the 
education of faculty either during graduate school, or upon finishing a degree. The reasons for 
this are complex. Between a steady decline in tenure-track opportunities over the past decade 
(Ridolfo); an increase in part-time administrative opportunities for graduate students; and an 
intentional valuing of pedagogy within Writing Studies that leads graduate students to 
intentionally seek out “alt ac” work in faculty development, more and more Writing Studies 
scholars have gravitated toward careers that focus on the teaching of teachers within university 
settings. At the same time that this has been happening, the mission and function of CTLs within 
universities has started to change. An interview with several CTL center directors appearing in 
Inside Higher Education in 2018 notes that center priorities and missions have almost 
unanimously shifted since their own foundings, focusing less on approaches that provide 
ongoing pedagogical research and predictable services and more on approaches that provide 
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direct technological support and “a wide range of solutions...offering faculty members the tools 
they need to improve classes as they see fit” (Lieberman). While this more faculty-centered 
approach that responds to local needs and priorities is familiar to many Writing Studies scholars 
who are trained in dominant liberal modes of Writing Studies pedagogy, it is also commonly 
accompanied by challenges that are similar to the challenges that first-year composition courses 
and Writing Centers often face, such as “mission creep,” “overcoming a reputation for 
remediation,” and an inability to compel “faculty buy-in.”  
The mission of many CTLs is to help faculty develop their own teaching for their own 
purposes. This mission is reflected in the expanding canon on interdisciplinary faculty 
development, such as in books like Ken Bain’s What The Best College Teachers Do and Susan 
Ambrose et. al’s How Learning Works: Seven Research-Based Principles for Smart Teaching. 
Both of these books distill interviews with highly-rated college professors and / or research 
across multiple disciplines on the scholarship of teaching and learning to communicate practices 
that can be applied across the disciplines and that encourage student engagement, motivation, 
and the retention and application of knowledge. While this work accounts for the role of identity 
development and its impact on socio-emotional learning, because of its broad scope, the 
distillation of “best” practices tends to think primarily about the relationship between teachers 
and students alone. Motivation and engagement are framed as consequences of “good” or “bad” 
interactions between individual people rather than as part of a far more structural puzzle. The 
labor conditions, federal financial support, and institutional investment offered to (or withheld 
from) “effective” teachers; the material conditions of students; their prior learning experiences; 
their living and working conditions; the historical context in which learning happens; and a 
variety of other influential factors are mostly obscured. While these resources offer some 
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excellent and practical advice, they do not conceive of teaching and learning as situated within a 
larger ecology that is largely out of the control of any individual person. Instead, the “best” 
college teachers are figured as “best” because of their own hard work and dedication to their 
craft.  
The master teacher model is particularly troubling when considered against a broader 
landscape of disinvestment in public funding for higher education. Of course, it is critical to 
continually develop more dedicated, involved, student-attuned faculty who are more capable of 
meeting students’ needs. On the other hand, as colleges are forced to offer more support with 
fewer resources, the master teacher model becomes a way to “solve” systemic problems through 
extracting more labor from individual people. Further accelerated by the 2008 financial crisis and 
undoubtedly due to accelerate again as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic, this disinvestment 
has continued to make colleges and universities fully reliant on what Marc Bosquet has called 
the “superexploitation” of adjunct labor. The master teacher model ultimately supports this 
trajectory and the university’s neoliberalizing shift away from structural interventions and 
solutions to ultimately structural problems and toward individual ones. When further crisis 
occurs—such as the unprecedented movement to distance learning as a result of the pandemic—
the responsibilities for fixing or ameliorating problems caused by structural deficits continually 
transfer to individual people as well.  
Again, as in with other models of faculty education, research on specific anti-racist 
approaches to pedagogy within Centers for Teaching and Learning is scarce. However, while 
scholarship on antiracism in faculty development commonly notes that anti-racist or 
antioppressive pedagogy must include anti-racist organizing beyond the classroom (Kishimoto; 
Kumashiro; Picower), in resources that Centers for Teaching and Learning produce, an anti-
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racist approach is commonly defined within CTL resources themselves as one that is concerned 
with self-education and the addressing of gaps in knowledge, the interrogation of unconscious 
bias, addressing curricular gaps in course design, fostering more compassionate classroom 
communities, and connecting students to resources on campus (“Anti-Racist Pedagogy in Action: 
First Steps”). In other words, CTLs are not commonly spaces that define anti-racist faculty 
development as development which helps students and faculty to examine the allocation of 
university resources, the ways in which universities’ recent turn toward privatized construction 
has increased justification for campus surveillance and securitization (Armstrong), the ways in 
which universities commonly function as landlords, the histories of settler colonialism associated 
with the land grant university (Boggs and Mitchell), or understanding how universities 
commonly accelerate gentrification. Instead, anti-racist faculty development commonly amounts 
to helping faculty to build more inclusive classroom documents, policies, and assessment 
practices. It focused on helping faculty to facilitate “difficult” conversations. It frames antiracism 
as something that individuals do to make their classrooms “better.”  
As with other liberal pedagogical models, the master teacher model commonly falls short 
of encouraging faculty to understand their teaching practice as part of a politicized ecology: 
perhaps because of its focus on the improvement and efficacy of the individual. In other words, 
the master teacher model does not generally position the work of teaching as work in which 
teachers must act directly on the structures external to their classrooms, which have a direct 
impact on the learning and working conditions of themselves and their students, in order to be 
“effective.” Instead, it presents and measures efficacy as the product of short-term outcomes and 
the immediate meeting (or failure to meet) learning objectives. In a university structure that is 
increasingly concerned with appearing “anti-racist,” the master teacher model ironically helps 
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universities to build their global brand rather than offering a meaningful challenge to the way 
that universities accumulate and hoard economic resources. 
Ultimately, the scarce amount of anti-racist pedagogical approaches in the scholarly 
literature on practicums, WAC/WID faculty development, and CTLs is not only a reflection of 
the absent presence of race throughout Writing Studies scholarship in general. It is a byproduct 
of the dominant liberal pedagogical models which force racial analysis and racial justice to the 
margin in favor of approaches that allow a concept of student or faculty “agency” that does not 
threaten the underlying assimilative mission of the teaching of writing.  
Until we are willing to confront liberal antiracism and liberalism within faculty 
education, we will not engage an anti-racist praxis that meaningfully confronts white language 
supremacy. We will not build an anti-racist translingual approach. In fact, translingualism and 
liberal anti-racist pedagogies may even function together to exacerbate uneven accumulation, 
turning “antiracism” into a product for universities to build their brand, or a way for educated 
global citizens to demonstrate their value within a constrictive and contracting global 













Toward Anti-Racist Translingual Ecologies Using Urie Bronfenbrenner’s Ecological Approach 
 
In my previous chapter, I considered why liberal antiracism and liberalism in dominant 
faculty education models will not lead to undoing white language supremacy and, ultimately, 
will not help translingualists to move toward a more anti-racist translingual approach. Making 
minor adjustments and reforms to the current practicum or interdisciplinary faculty development 
context—in other words, adding something to the existing structure, but keeping that structure 
fundamentally in place—will fail to produce necessary changes. This chapter further explores 
part of the reason that this is the case through recontextualizing faculty resistance to what is 
commonly framed as the “theory / practice divide,” as it relates to what has been articulated as a 
translingual pedagogical approach. Analyzing my own teacher development experience using a 
modified version of the child development scholar, Urie Bronfenbrenner’s, “ecological 
approach,” I argue for why a lack of historical contextualization and attention to the US racial 
construct contributes to the criticism that translingual approaches are “too theoretical” to be 
“useful,” or frequently result in the articulation and development of pedagogical practices under 
the label of “translingualism” that fail to meaningfully challenge racialized linguistic 
marginalization and to promote linguistic justice.  
I focus on my own trajectory with some trepidation and with the explicit intention to 
move away from what Rasha Diab et. al. have called the “confessional narrative”: a genre which 
focuses on individual experiences, but often fails to “move toward more systemic understanding 
of and action against oppression” (4). As Lauren Michelle Jackson has argued, there is a risk in 
lingering on the personal experiences and trajectories of individual people as a stand-in for anti-
racist action, turning antiracism or the interrogation of white supremacy into “something of a 
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vanity project, where the goal is no longer to learn more about race, power, and capital, but to 
spring closer to the enlightened order of the anti-racist.” I hope, instead, that interrogating these 
experiences within this framework functions as a way to view the institutionally-produced 
uneven accumulation of power and resources exactly as a way of understanding race, power, and 
capital, and as a way of arguing for how anti-racist translingual pedagogy cannot be reducible to 
an adjustment in classroom practices or individual attitudes.  
Thus, instead of offering this framework as a potential heuristic for faculty development, 
or a “better” model of the literacy narrative, I offer this framework as a way for thinking toward 
the larger ecologies that must inform the design of anti-racist translingual faculty development. 
While it is true that asking new teachers or continuing teachers to understand their own 
developmental trajectories using an ecological model in order to better contextualize their own 
attraction or refusal of certain theoretical frameworks, an ecological model also moves beyond 
people and their agencies. It is designed to show the full spectrum of relational, institutional, 
political, social, legal, and cultural ecologies that must shift for anti-racist pedagogy to take 
place. As the position statement, “This Ain’t Another Statement! This is a DEMAND For Black 
Linguistic Justice!” reminds us, because anti-Blackness is “endemic to how language functions, 
how English/education has been historically situated, and how college writing has been actively 
constructed,” we will not “fix” white language supremacy by helping teachers to “fill the gaps” 
in their knowledge or by helping them to interrogate their biases or by helping them to feel more 
comfortable sitting with difficulty (2020 CCCC Special Committee). As my previous chapter 
argues, doing this kind of work can ironically further entrench the structures that anti-racist 
pedagogy is supposedly designed to challenge. But we might move toward something that 
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approaches an anti-racist pedagogy by acting on the structures that make racism inevitable. An 
ecological approach better positions us to see and understand those structures.  
Bronfenbrenner’s Ecological Approach 
Bronfenbrenner’s ecological framework—what is called “the ecological approach”—uses 
systems theory to take a broader view of the varied ideological structures, historical and cultural 
factors, and impactful relationships that directly and indirectly support or interfere with an 
individual person’s developmental trajectory. For Bronfenbrenner, analysis of a single person’s 
individual trajectory cannot happen without the interrogation of several interconnected scales: 
the individual scale, the microsystem, the mesosystem, the exosystem, the macrosystem, and the 
chronosystem. This model has been widely used to study the nuances of the effects of complex 
systems on the developmental trajectory of individual people. It allows a broader understanding 
of the context of faculty development than one that is rooted primarily in an interrogation of a 
teacher’s identity alone. From understanding the impact of teacher mentoring on student 
development (Fyall, Cowan, and Buchanan), to understanding student development as a result of 
school-community partnerships (Leonard), to the role of teacher intervention in peer conflict 
(Blunk, Russel, and Armga), to teacher attrition in racially segregated schools with students who 
live in high concentrations of poverty (Moore), the ecological approach is commonly employed 
to study complex educational contexts. One advantage of this framework is the way that it allows 
for an interrogation of structures, people, policies, or other factors that operate around an 
individual person while allowing for a more nuanced analysis of power than is afforded with 




As with Deborah Brandt’s literary sponsorship model, Bronfenbrenner’s ecological 
approach offers greater context for the “agents, local or distant, concrete or abstract, who enable, 
support, teach, model, as well as recruit, regulate, suppress, or withhold” (teacher education 
rather than literacy, in this case) and, therefore, significantly impact a teacher development 
trajectory (166). However, unlike Brandt’s model, the ecological approach offers components 
that are not actively agentive and some that do not necessarily understand or intend a direct 
impact. While sponsors gain something from supporting, enabling, modeling, or coercing, in 
Bronfenbrenner’s model, the impact on the individual is not necessarily intended, or even 
understood. Similarly to Jon M. Wargo and Peter I. De Costa’s framework of “sponsorscapes”—
which trace literacy sponsorships across mobilities, ideologies, identities and technologies—
Bronfenbrenner’s ecological framework also allows for a more contingent and emergent 
flexibility that is necessary as an analytic tool for transnational relationships. As Jack Leonard 
argues, this approach allows researchers the advantage of training one eye on “the complex 
layers of school, family and community relationships, while the other eye is sharply focused on 
individual student development” (6).  
 I analyze my own trajectory, in part, because of how it might be instructive due to my 
status as a statistically demographically representative graduate student in US institutions: a 
white, middle-class, American woman. According to a report from the American Academy of 
Arts and Sciences conducted in 2015, racial and national homogeneity in higher education—and 
in the humanities disciplines particularly—is common (“Racial / Ethnic Distribution”). The 
National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) notes that as of the 2017-2018 school year, 79% 
of public K-12 teachers and 76% of college professors who currently teach the vast majority of 
US students identified as white (Spiegelman; “Race / Ethnicity of College Faculty”). At public 
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K-12 schools where more than 50% of students identified as white, 93% of teachers identified as 
white (Spiegelman). While I am not suggesting that white, middle-class people have monolithic 
experiences of teacher education (or of anything else), the empirical overrepresentation of white 
bodies in positions of authority in classrooms and institutions coincides with a tacit agreement to 
uphold and reproduce racial (and raciolinguistic) hierarchies in order to preserve white privilege 
and dominance. This is information that is both massively important, and very often 
conspicuously absent, in framing and discussing what “works” in “effective” faculty education, 
or in the articulation of what is “too theoretical” to be useful, or even in the articulation of what 
is theory. Ultimately, it is my hope that understanding these patterns as patterns rather than as the 
“good” or “bad” actions of individuals can move us toward changing practices that are not 
serving the goal of dismantling white language supremacy.   
 Many of our existing models for interrogating positionality rely primarily on reflective 
freewriting, assignments similar to the literacy narrative common in the first-year composition 
classroom, or other less systematic approaches. Like these approaches, an ecological 
interrogation can illustrate larger forces like policies, ideologies, laws, social conventions, or 
cultural differences that shape our seemingly “personal” ideas about teaching and learning. 
However, ecological interrogation requires additional layers of research and consideration about 
factors that do not necessarily directly impact the individual, or that the individual does not 
necessarily see. It also offers additional scales to consider (such as the chronosystem, which 
involves an interrogation of the historical context and also the timing in the individual’s life that 
a particular event is taking place). The following outlines the components of Bronfenbrenner’s 
model—the macrosystem, and chronosystem, the individual, the microsystem, and the 
commonly neglected mesosystem and exosystem—exploring how each one applies to my own 
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faculty education trajectory. I also explain modifications that I have made to this approach that 
further theorize the relationships between its scales. 
The Macrosystem 
Bronfenbrenner’s model is arranged through a series of concentric circles (see appendix 
A). Just as in an ecosystem in the natural world, each of the layers in the model impacts the 
others. Water pollution might impact the health of organisms and animals who drink it, or who 
use a polluted water source to bathe. However, it might also impact any other living organism 
that comes into contact with the organism affected directly by the pollution. For instance the 
health of a fish swimming in polluted water would impact the health of a bird that ate the fish, 
and also the health of the human who ate the bird, even if the human and the bird never come 
into direct contact with the polluted water, or even know of its existence. Bronfenbrenner’s 
model functions similarly. While we may not be able to fully see or understand one dimension of 
the system and its impact on other dimensions, the “layers” affect our development. They are 
also permeable and subject to constant flux. 
Both the macrosystem and the chronosystem are like the “water” in which we are all 
“swimming.” As the outermost layers, they constitute the broadest categories of analysis, and for 
many, the most difficult layers to see. Located in the macrosystem are dominant social or 
cultural norms and expectations, public opinion, and other ideologies such as white language 
supremacy, punitive justice, raciolingusitc ideologies, racial capitalism, and anti-Blackness. In 
my own modified model, I have also included in the macrosystem dominant ontologies (ways of 
being) and epistemologies (ways of knowing, or what makes certain knowledge production 
practices legible or possible.) This might include what Chandra Prescott-Weinstein has called 
“white empiricism,” or “the phenomenon through which only white people (particularly white 
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men) are read as having a fundamental capacity for objectivity and Black people (particularly 
Black women) are produced as an ontological other” (422). As a phenomenon that is related to 
white supremacy, white empiricism makes it possible for the discussion of racial hegemony and 
knowledge production practices that surround it to appear “politically biased” or “divisive” while 
other knowledge production practices to appear more “neutral” or “relevant.” This, in essence, is 
why making racial(izing) logics visible and concrete is allowed to be read as an act of 
aggression, as evidenced by the most recent attack on Critical Race Theory by the Trump 
administration: one which characterizes CRT as “counter to the fundamental beliefs for which 
our Nation has stood since its inception,” and likely to “engender division and resentment” 
(Shaw).  
 White empiricism allows for some topics to be understood as inherently more objective 
and relevant to the teaching of writing and also allows us to perpetuate a logic by which we may 
“extract” race from conversations about what is and what is not “theoretical” and “practical” 
knowledge within the faculty development context. For example, the topic of “academic 
integrity”—commonly translated as encouraging students to avoid plagiarism—appears, to some, 
more “obviously” connected to the teaching of writing and to faculty development than, for 
instance, antiracism. While academic integrity and its interpretation has racial dynamics and 
commonly participates in the racialized logics of punitive justice, making these racial dynamics 
more explicitly visible becomes read as “political,” “difficult,” or “unrelated” work, while 
discussing and furthering practices that lead to sorting, punishing, or surveilling students remains 
legible, allegedly depoliticized, and clear about “wrong” and “right” practices. For this reason, 
topics surrounding academic integrity more frequently become connected to the expected scope 
of (for example) a Center for Teaching and Learning, a practicum class, or a faculty development 
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seminar while topics surrounding racial justice commonly become the province (and the 
“problem”) of another office. Under this paradigm, academic integrity conversations are 
commonly received as “useful” and “practical”; racial justice conversations are “theoretical” and 
“tense.”        
For the purpose of this analysis, I specifically focus on the macrosystem ideology of 
racial capitalism, which I defined and discussed in chapter 2. To review, I am defining racial 
capitalism as a system in which racial(ized) hierarchies are maintained in order to sustain a 
system in which financial benefits for some are consolidated in direct relationship to how they 
disappear for others, and also as a system in which dominant institutions profit directly from 
their affiliation with or association to minoritized bodies, texts, and knowledge production 
practices. While there are other, intersecting factors that constitute the macrosystem, I focus on 
racial capitalism, explicitly, because of the specific ways that it allows for us to consider teacher 
resistance or to support the belief that an approach that seeks to disrupt racial capitalism is “too 
theoretical to be useful.” The analysis is additionally situated both inside and outside of the 
chronosystem of this particular moment: one in which the COVID-19 pandemic and a resurgence 
of attention surrounding the Movement for Black Lives is, again, inside the national spotlight.  
The Chronosystem 
The chronosystem is attached to the macrosystem. In the model in Appendix A, it is 
rendered as a shadow or another dimension of the macrosystem rather than a separate system that 
fully encompasses it. This is because the chronosystem gives additional texture and meaning to 
what is inside the macrosystem. It is concerned with timing: both in history and in an individual 
person’s life. If we were analyzing a teacher’s resistance or uptake of a particular pedagogical 
approach, we might contextualize a reaction by considering two aspects of the chronosystem. If 
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the teacher had been teaching for 20 years before learning about a particular approach, this might 
impact the teacher’s perception of its effectiveness or ineffectiveness. Likewise, the moment in 
history in which the teacher learns about the approach could also affect their perception. For 
example, if a teacher learned about an alternative assessment policy against the backdrop of 
moving to a distance learning format as a result of COVID-19, there might be a different 
opportunity for receptivity to the practice than there was in the months leading up to this 
moment. In this way, the chronosystem gives additional meaning to the norms, customs, 
opinions, ideologies, epistemologies, and ontologies that appear in the macrosystem. 
The chronosystem may be additionally linked to the ideologies present in the 
macrosystem through the mechanism of what Elizabeth Freeman calls “chrononormativity.” For 
Freeman, time itself is structured to organize people toward the goal of “enforced synchronicity” 
by imposing a heterosexist, patriarchal, and bourgeois normativity around when certain 
milestone should occur within the course of a life (39). The emphasis on predictable and efficient 
domestic and industrial rhythms further supports the goal of capitalist accumulation, making 
certain kinds of timing seem natural and ordered while that which “deviates” from ordered 
schedules, calendars, and clock times qualifies as disordered. In this way, the interpretation of an 
individual’s action within a given chronosystem is, itself, made within the framework of the 
macrosystem’s ideological leanings.   
During the teacher education period that I am analyzing in this chapter, my own 
chronosystem included some major historical events. As I detail in my introduction, the 
backdrop and the insecurity of the 2008 economic recession and its accompanying effects of 
academic austerity became an inextricable part of the historical context of my employment in 
language schools. This context also informed my experiences as a teaching fellow in an era when 
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adjunctification rapidly intensified. During this time, national per-student higher education 
appropriations sharply declined, and have still failed to recover (Laderman and Weeden). In the 
same moment, the national and international backdrop of the Movement for Black Lives—
perhaps especially after the murder of Eric Garner on Staten Island, which occurred weeks 
before I began my PhD in New York City—became an important part of my teacher education 
chronosystem and my experiences as a first-year composition teacher (especially within the 
school for criminal justice where I spent a year in the classroom). Although the way that these 
two historical events interacted with my teaching contexts invariably shaped my interests, my 
priorities, my perceptions of the “utility” of teacher education, and my perception of my own 
trajectory as “normal” or “abnormal” within a chromonormative context, the chronosystem is 
commonly abstracted from the way that we construct positionality statements and other 
investigations of identity.  
The Individual 
In the smallest concentric circle lies one individual person. The salient factors to consider 
about the individual are, for Bronfenbrenner, their age, biological sex, and physical / mental 
health. Yet, as scholars and activists in the disability justice movement have reiterated, the 
dominant social meaning of an identity is what creates the salience of that identity within a given 
social context. Patty Berne, a disability justice activist and artistic director, explains this by 
noting that “what oppresses [disabled people] is living in a system that disregards us, is violent 
towards us, essentially wants to subjugate our bodies or kill us—that’s oppressive. My body 
doesn’t oppress me” (Berne and Milbern). In other words, while Bronfenbrenner’s individual 
system is the only one that exclusively includes one person, the meaning of the identity features 
that he includes are constructed elsewhere. Age, biological sex, and mental / physical health are 
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not inherently meaningful. Thus, in my modified version of the framework, I have made this 
relationship more explicit.   
For the purposes of my analysis, I would also like to expand Bronfenbrenner’s model to 
focus on some of my other identity features at the time when the majority of my formal teacher 
education occurred, which was throughout the duration of my 20s. In some contexts, different 
parts of my identity became more salient than others in relation to who I was teaching, who was 
teaching me, and who my colleagues were. For instance, in the French public school where I 
began my teaching career, my American identity was often salient because it was an explicit part 
of the reason that I was selected for the job. It was also something that singled me out as 
“different” from the majority of my colleagues and students. While this difference was not 
oppressive, it was something that I navigated and that was very visible to me and to others. This 
identity became differently salient when I was a TESOL instructor in New York City, where I 
worked in a school where my colleagues and my students were primarily not American, but we 
were all working or studying in the country of my own citizenship. While my Americanness 
singled me out again, and commonly acted as an advantage or a neutral fact (rather than a 
liability), it became more “invisible” when I left my workplace and interacted with those outside 
of it. During this time, I was additionally constructed as a young, able-bodied, middle-class, 
white, cisgendered female with American citizenship who speaks English as my first language 
and French as a language that I learned as an adolescent and adult. Other salient identity 
categories might relate to my sexual orientation (straight); my religious affiliation (formerly 
Evangelical); my previous interaction with the criminal justice system (I have never been 
incarcerated); my veteran status (I am not a veteran); and my ethnicities (German, Norweigan, 
and British), since each of these categories vastly affects development in all of the other scales.  
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Each of the other systems within the ecological model impact the salience of identities 
within the individual system. In classrooms where white students were the majority, my 
whiteness was differently salient than in classes where white students were the minority. As a 
lived experience, my whiteness often felt, perhaps, like more of an “invisible” reality than one 
that needed to be carefully navigated. However, in one classroom where the majority of students 
were white, the majority of students also identified as cisgendered men. In this classroom, my 
gender identity (especially as it intersected with my age, which was, at the time, fewer than 10 
years more than my students) felt particularly salient and also like a barrier that needed to be 
much more carefully navigated. For example, I remember an observer suggesting that I tend to 
the formation of a “bro row” in one class session: a row where men were sitting together with the 
(intentional or unintentional) effect of consolidating power in order to undermine the authority of 
a female or femme professor.  
Likewise, in classrooms where language learners were primarily present, my “native 
speaker” status became differently salient than in classrooms where the majority of students were 
also constructed as native speakers. In this case, my “nativeness,” paired with my identity as a 
teacher, gave me an automatic (and unearned) authority over the “correctness” of language use. 
This was not only true in classrooms where I was a teacher, and where my authority was 
institutionally implied, but also in classrooms where I was a student-teacher. For example, during 
my TESOL teaching diploma, I was one of two American students in a classroom where none of 
the other teachers were American. Teachers and teacher candidate colleagues would commonly 
defer to my American colleague and I for advice about the most “native” way to phrase 
something, assigning a type of ownership over this language variety to us.   
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In each of these examples of my individual identities, their intersections, and the salience 
that attached to them given the context, it is important to remember how the macrosystem and 
the chronosystem impacted the way that I was perceived and, thus, treated. For me, ideologies 
and histories that made my race, linguistic expression, gender, and national identity (and their 
intersections) particularly important at any given moment were given additional salience because 
of the historical moment and the time in my career in which I was teaching.  
The Microsystem 
Many investigations of teacher positionality begin and end with investigation of the 
interaction between the individual and the macrosystem (i.e. identity and the way that power 
gives it particular meaning within a given social context). One advantage to Bronfenbrenner’s 
framework is the existence of several other scales which nuance this framing and take the focus 
away from the individual adding some complexity to an analysis. The microsystem is an 
example of this: it refers to the people and institutions with which the individual has direct 
contact. For example, a microsystem might include someone’s parents, friends, school, 
neighborhood, place of worship, or anyone who serves as a direct point of reference, contact, and 
connection: in other words, Brandt’s sponsors of literacy, or those individuals who most directly 
shape and benefit from the shaping of a trajectory.  
In analyzing my own microsystem within the context of my teacher education, I might 
consider my teacher educators, my colleagues, the students with whom I had interactions, my 
family, my circle of friends, or other people with whom I processed what I was learning. I might 
also analyze the institutional contexts with which I had direct contact: the schools I attended, the 
community or religious institutions that were part of my thinking, the neighborhood where I 
lived, or the professional organizations in which I was a member, for example. While 
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macrosystem and chronosystem ideologies invariably influence the ways that these influences 
are constituted, they are often not choices, or choice is very limited. 
For the purpose of this analysis, I will specifically consider the influence of my teacher 
educators. My teacher education began with a practicum class that was a prerequisite for 
working in a Writing Center. I took this class as a 21-year-old college junior at a private liberal 
arts college in Texas. It continued in a variety of locations throughout my 20s and into my 30s: 
through a program sponsored by the French ministry of education in which I first learned to 
teach English as a Second Language; through Cambridge University’s Certificate in English 
Language Teaching for Adults (CELTA) and the Diploma of English Language Teaching for 
Adults (DELTA) where I made a more serious commitment to the field of TESOL; through a 
required practicum class and through Writing Center professional development at a private 
Catholic four-year university where I completed my Master’s degree and first taught college-
level writing; through some of my PhD coursework at a public college, where I continued this 
trajectory; through another practicum class at a public four-year college of criminal justice; and, 
most recently, at a graduate Writing Center for social workers. Here, again, my microsystem 
consisted mostly of friends, professors, teacher educators, Writing Center directors, and students 
who helped me to make sense of what I was learning and how it applied to the context of my 
various classrooms.  
While there is no “traditional” path through teacher education for instructors of writing, it 
is common for members of a practicum to first encounter the field of Writing Studies through the 
teaching of first-year writing classes as a result of their selection and participation in fellowship 
programs at the master’s or doctorate level. Additionally, while perhaps not a representative or a 
statistically significant sample, many of my colleagues in my MA and PhD program came to 
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specialize in the teaching of writing through their own history with teaching, with writing 
centers, or with completing creative writing programs. My TESOL background is, perhaps, 
atypical, but many of the other components of my teaching microsystem are fairly similar to 
those experienced by many of my colleagues. This fact, along with the demographic information 
that I cited earlier in the chapter, determines the shape of a microsystem that is likely to impact a 
teacher’s developmental trajectory.  
Teacher Educators 
In each of these contexts, the vast majority of my teachers, colleagues in my workplaces, 
and fellow students in my classes shared many of my own identities. Out of the fourteen people 
who “officially” oversaw my teacher development in coursework, certificate and diploma 
programs, practica, or at Writing Centers, all but one person identified as white. To my 
knowledge, eight identified as cisgendered women, and five identified as cisgendered men. Each 
teacher educator spoke a dominant language that coincided with the official or privileged 
language in the country where we were located (in my case, English or French). While I am 
unsure about the teacher educators’ citizenship statuses, I can make a reasonable inference 
because I worked closely with some of them in the language school where I was also employed 
and frequently spoke with them about visa renewal processes. Thus, I know that at least seven of 
my teacher educators were citizens of a nation other than the one where they were teaching, and 
that with the exception of one of these teachers, these nations were within what Braj Kachru has 
called the “inner circle” of the US, the UK, Australia, New Zealand, Ireland, or anglophone 
Canada. To my knowledge, each of my teacher educators had legal protection to work and live in 
the country where they taught me. There are many factors that remain uncertain to me, because 
they were not disclosed. For example, I am unaware as to whether or not anyone had a mental or 
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physical disability. Because I vaguely know the range of the salary that the teacher educators 
earned, I am relatively certain that each teacher could be considered between middle and upper-
middle class, but I do not know for sure how any of the teachers identified. I was not made aware 
of the religious affiliations or the sexual orientation of any of these educators except for one: a 
gay cisgendered man.  
It is very important to note that simply recounting the identities of my teacher educators 
does not automatically give the sense of what it was like to be inside of their classrooms: to learn 
from them, to watch them, to be mentored or misrecognized by them, to absorb (and, potentially, 
to reproduce) their version of events. As Victor Villanueva reminds us, teacher racialization is 
not an automatic indication of a teacher’s ability to empathize, to understand, or to develop the 
capacity to do either of these things. The mentorship of some of my teacher educators 
encouraged me to pursue independent and required course reading in critical race theory, queer 
theory, sociolinguistics, and engagement with what Aja Y. Martinez calls “counterstory,” or 
narratives of embodied experience that recognize “that the experiential and embodied knowledge 
of people of color is legitimate and critical to understanding racism” (69). I learned about the 
framework that I’m discussing in this chapter through my professional development and Writing 
Center work with social work students.  
And yet, my teacher education trajectory was certainly heavily influenced by the syllabi 
with texts that were predominantly written by white people (and, often, white men), or teaching 
methods that were predominantly developed by white people (or people with other intersecting 
and dominant positionalities) taught by white people, in rooms full of predominantly white 
students. I wonder how the field of Rhetoric and Composition as it was explained to me by my 
first Theories of Composition class during my MA degree would have differently appeared to me 
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had the syllabus included scholars of color—indeed, had centered their decades of work and 
activism toward linguistic justice—outside of the “Including Multiple Voices: Race, Gender, and 
Cultural Studies” week, where the only Black scholar on the list (Jacqueline Jones Royster) 
appeared as required reading (Adam Banks’s work was bracketed as “background text to skim”). 
I wonder what was on my professor’s syllabus when he took similar classes during his own 
degree programs. Conversations about the class may have looked more similar to conversations 
that I had years later when I began taking community-wide professional development courses 
with teachers of a much wider variety of racial formations and gender identities. Instead, my 
class—like most of my classes for most of my life—were full of almost exclusively white 
students. My first practicum—which was taught by a white man, featured a syllabus of 
exclusively white authors, and was composed of four students, all white, three cisgendered 
women, which prepared us to teach classes to predominantly white students—lacked perspective 
that could have been useful to understanding Comp’s role in maintaining white language 
supremacy.  
As Gloria Ladson-Billings reminds us, the identities of the majority of my faculty 
educators and other teachers and professors is notable not only for the way that it likely produced 
large gaps in my understanding, but also because of the way that the rest of my microsystem has 
been primarily and continually constituted (qtd. in Ferlazzo).  Outside of my teacher education, 
there was very little in my white-identified, monolingual(ish), middle-class, straight, 
cisgendered, able-bodied microsystem that prepared me with the historical knowledge, the 
cultural competencies, and the experiential understanding to teach students who do not share my 
multiple intersecting advantages, or to teach the students who did. In my memory, no official 
institutional structure required me to demonstrate knowledge of the nation’s racializing 
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constructs, and their effects, in order to earn a PhD, a TESOL diploma, an MA, or a BA. I was 
never required to take coursework in Spanish: a language spoken by over a quarter of the people 
in my home state of Texas, and the residents of New York City. Despite the fact that I spent 
years teaching English to multilingual adult students within and outside of the context of the 
United States, to my knowledge, very few of my teacher educators formally required me to 
engage with the histories, languages, cultures, lifeworlds, traditions, and legacies of persistence 
represented by the students who, now and then, appear(ed) in my racially and linguistically 
diverse urban classrooms or in my predominately white classrooms.  
Tellingly, 94% of the people who lived in my childhood neighborhood in Texas were 
white, and I could count the number of non-Christian identified families who I knew on one 
hand. I knew only a few openly queer adults, exactly one atheist, about three Black people, and I 
had never met a Jewish person until I went away to summer camp when I was 13. I did have 
plenty of friends and classmates from poor and working-class families. My class-migrating 
parents did everything in their power to send me outside of my “bubble” (a bubble they had also 
inhabited for most of their lives). Yet, many systems outside of my microsystem (which I will 
later discuss) ensured that my window on the rest of the world was still very small. Coming to 
understand the homogeneity in my microsystem as one of the factors that produced what Bettina 
L. Love has called my own “teacher education gap”—a concept which denotes the lack of 
exposure, first-hand experience, scholarly preparation, and mentorship necessary that is 
commonly present in teachers’ education experiences, especially for teachers who inhabit 




Developing a better understanding of my own microsystem helps me to understand my 
conditioned reaction to pedagogical approaches that are not primarily concerned with socializing 
students into what many of my teacher educators have referred to as “academic discourse,” or 
“intelligibility,” or “appropriacy,” or “error-free language.” Having this understanding of my 
teacher education context allows me to have some distance from unproductive white guilt and 
fragility (i.e. it is understandable and obvious to me, rather than a sign of personal moral failing, 
that my microsystem would position me to cause harm) and to personalize my commitment to 
working in solidarity toward racial justice (i.e. living in a microsystem that produces these gaps 
means that something has been taken from me and from my multiply advantaged students. I have 
a personal and professional interest in recovering what was lost rather than a sense of engaging 
in racial justice work as a way of “helping” others, or doing or being “good.”) Microsystem 
analysis positions me to consider my own preparation for dismantling racialized linguistic 
discriminiation, including the kinds that I have perpetuated myself. 
The Mesosystem and the Exosystem 
The mesosystem refers to the connection between two or more microsystems. For 
example, the mesosystem of a child might include the relationship between parents and teachers, 
or the relationship between the child’s after school program and the neighborhood where she 
lives. In other words, the mesosystem might connect two people, or a person and an institution, 
or a part of a system or event within an institution and a person, or two institutions that have a 
direct connection to the individual. The individual would not necessarily have direct contact with 
or knowledge of how relationships within her mesosystem interact. The exosystem refers to a 
system that is entirely external to an individual’s experiences, but nevertheless affects the 
individual in important ways. For example, a child’s parents’ work schedule, or the child’s 
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parents’ boss would be part of the child’s exosystem. These structures, interactions, systems, 
policies, or people can massively impact the child’s life, even though the child may never meet 
the boss or know the work schedule.  While the workplace may be aware of the pressure on a 
caregiver’s time, and while the child may be aware of the pressures of a parent’s work schedule 
without knowing exactly how it impacts their own development, these dynamics are in play, but 
less directly motivated toward “gaining” something specific than sponsors of literacy. 
In an exosystem analysis alone, I could focus on the hiring, tenure, and promotion 
processes of my teacher educators, the allocation of state or private funding within a single 
institution or across several institutions, national educational policies that have an impact on high 
school graduation rates (and, thus, the composition of students who appeared in my classrooms 
and tutoring sessions), college admissions and loan policies, my students’ experiences with 
English teachers in other institutions, university endowments, university governance structures, 
accreditation processes, curricular decisions, committees or individuals who developed 
placement testing or learning outcomes that impacted my own trajectory as a student or teacher. 
The interrogation and reform of these exosystem features are not typically considered under the 
rubric of what “anti-racist pedagogy” is designed to address. And yet, the exosystem contains a 
host of other people, institutional processes, unofficial decisions, and official policies that both 
directly and indirectly determined something about my own developmental outcomes.  
In a mesosystem analysis alone, I could also focus on university or language school 
selection criteria of my own students (including visa policies, admissions criteria, placement 
testing, and policies surrounding whether and how a student arrives to my classroom), policies of 
the Writing Center that determine how appointments are made and kept for the students who 
worked with me (assuming that I didn’t have a say in shaping them), or students’ interactions 
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with colleagues, student service providers, administrators, or other spaces within my own 
institution. A mesosystem analysis might encompass anything in which people in one part of my 
microsystem are directly impacted by people or policies in another part of my microsystem.     
The mesosystem and exosystem help us to better understand who appears in an 
individual’s microsystem in the first place. These systems shaped my own hiring process, 
certification processes, initial employment, and the continuance of my employment. They were 
rarely determined by one person within an individual microsystem in the way that choices on a 
practicum syllabus may have been more individually determined. Even when an individual 
person was responsible for the composition of a particular professional development cohort or 
practicum, this person is usually beholden to making these decisions based on constraints that 
have been predetermined within the mesosystem or exosystem (i.e. the requirement to hire a 
candidate who has completed a Master’s degree or a PhD, or a person who has been authorized 
to work in a particular country, might be determined by legal or accreditation requirements that a 
program must meet).  
However, while analyzing these systems is important for several reasons, this analysis is 
often missing in considerations of positionality or in genres such as the literacy autobiography. 
Instead, many analyses focus on how macrosystem ideologies like white language supremacy, 
anti-Blackness, or misogyny influence microsystem interactions (through microaggressions, for 
example). While this connection is accurate, it is also incomplete. It can make the allure of 
“rooting out” internalized bias (but keeping a structure that ensures it fundamentally intact) too 
persuasive. It can also lead to a situation in which faculty development and practicums can 
explicitly stress social justice pedagogy and tutoring while the practices used to hire teachers and 
tutors communicate an entirely different set of values about what teaching involves and what 
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constitutes “expertise.” An analysis of the exosystem and mesosystem can also lead to a more 
precise, depersonalized, and structural analysis of power that supports and supplements more 
personal reckonings.  
In the example below, I focus on only one particular aspect of my mesosystem and 
exosystem: hiring practices. Whether universities, governments, or private businesses, hiring 
committees who I may have never met or with whom I closely worked selected me for teaching 
and teacher education jobs. In my mesosystem analysis, I recount what I am able to know, or 
remember, about how this happened. I also consider how direct supervisors worked within and 
outside of my institutions to certify me for work and assess my performance, and the role that 
students within my microsystem played in this as well. These interactions within my mesosystem 
and exosystem shaped the hiring and certification processes and policies that determined my 
initial employment, and continued to determine my employment. As I mentioned earlier, this, in 
turn, affected who appeared in my microsystem as I learned about teaching, the implicit and 
explicit values that were communicated to me about what teaching involves, and ultimately how 
I perceived the “theory / practice divide.”  
Writing Centers and College-Level Writing Classes 
 As an undergraduate student, I was notified that I had been selected to apply to work in 
the Writing Center after receiving an anonymous faculty nomination. After receiving this letter, I 
had to complete an application process which included submitting my grades and additional 
recommendation letters along with an academic writing sample. Upon selection, I was required 
to enroll in a practicum course with an observed practice component. Each semester of my 
employment, I received a formal observation from the Writing Center director. Along with this 
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observation, my work attendance and positive student reviews determined whether or not the 
offer of employment was reextended in the following semester.  
My second Writing Center job was attached to my teaching fellowship in my MA 
program. In other words, I was selected to be a Writing Center consultant because I had been 
selected as a teaching fellow of First-Year Composition and Introduction to Literary Studies. I 
was selected to be a teaching fellow because I had submitted application materials to the MA 
program, which included my undergraduate transcript, GRE scores, three recommendation 
letters, an academic writing sample, an application fee, and a personal statement. This process 
resembled the process that it took for me to apply to PhD programs (where I received my second 
college-level writing instructor position). I was only slated to work in the Writing Center for one 
year of my two-year assistantship, and I was never formally observed. As a teaching fellow in 
both capacities, I was required to enroll in a semester-long practicum course that counted for 
partial credit and primarily involved the discussion of the class that I was teaching. This was 
paired with reading Composition scholarship, completing teacher journals, and in one program, 
co-teaching the first class with a doctoral student partner.  
In my final and most recent Writing Center job, which is staffed by professionals (rather 
than students at the institution), I was selected for employment on the basis of an academic 
writing sample, letters of recommendation, a cover letter and CV (MA and PhD candidates are 
preferred), and an interview with the director. At this Writing Center, there is an explicit focus 
on the more traditional Writing Center goals of “bolstering student confidence and skills in 
writing, while helping students improve their drafts,” and the less common goals of “facilitating 
challenging conversations on dynamics of power and oppression involving but not limited to 
racism, sexism, ageism, ableism, genderism, heterosexism, and classism,” since social justice 
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education with an explicit focus on dismantling anti-Black racism in social work are part of the 
school’s curricular objectives. My faculty development involved a monthly staff meeting where 
we discussed Writing Center scholarship and social work scholarship through the Power, Race, 
Oppression, and Privilege (PROP) lens. I was also responsible for completing an independent 
development project that related to my interests and that supported the mission of the school. 
Each semester, I received one formal observation from the director, and the director also 
monitored student evaluations and took these into consideration for future employment offers 
since this was a contingent position that needed to be re-hired each semester. 
 The processes that shaped my hiring and work evaluation took place across all of the 
ecological systems, but I concentrate on my mesosystem and exosystem because of their specific 
prominence in the hiring process. In the experiences I just shared, there is evidence of the 
mesosystem. Students who worked with me produce evaluations of my teaching or tutoring 
expertise for assessment by my supervisor. Supervisors design(ed) professional development 
opportunities to help me to navigate institutional mandates where I am employed. These 
circumstances describe the interaction of two or more of my microsystems. However, there is 
also evidence of the exosystem. Requirements for standardized tests—which produced scores 
that directly impacted my admissions decision—were generated by people with whom I do not 
have a personal affiliation to give an admissions committee confidence in my “aptitude.” 
Evaluators and recommenders communicated about the quality and significance of my academic 
research. Departments and schools determined the shape of the curriculum that would eventually 
inform my Writing Center meetings with students.   
One significant part of the Writing Center and fellowship hiring mesosystem and 
exosystem was the way that it measured the perception of the “quality” of my academic writing, 
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despite the fact that this requirement was no longer an important part of the way that my work 
was evaluated once I began working as a tutor and a teacher. After passing the initial “test,” my 
writing was assumed to remain stable, though the same was not expected to be true for my 
tutoring skills. Thus, while my continued employment relied on me to demonstrate other skills 
and competencies, what it meant to be “qualified” to work in a Writing Center or in a classroom 
in the first place began with the perception of my “fit” within an academic institution by 
admissions committees, individual faculty outside of Writing Studies, and Writing Center 
directors. As my microsystem analysis demonstrates, the determination of this “fit” came from 
professors and colleagues who were statistically likely to share my own demographic profile, and 
also statistically likely to have had teacher education experiences that resembled my own. 
Importantly, the ways that my application materials and interview would be evaluated was (and 
remains) opaque to me. In the case of the nomination I received to work in my undergraduate 
center, even the person who determined my “fit” for this position remained anonymous.   
The hiring mesosystem and exosystem—not only the individual practicum instructors or 
the Writing Center directors—vastly shaped my perception of my work. While faculty 
development and practicums may have stressed social justice pedagogy and tutoring, the 
practices used to hire me had stressed that what was valued from me as an employee was an 
opaque assessment of my academic “merit” as it is mediated through research, test scores, 
anonymous recommendations, and external assessments of my qualifications (i.e. degrees). This 
formulation of merit is heavily influenced by segregated microsystems and their interaction with 
ideologies in the macrosystem. Student and director evaluations determined the conditions of my 
continued employment, and directors have individual discretion to determine what makes an 
effective employee. However, students could resent the facilitation of “challenging conversations 
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on dynamics of power and oppression” if they feel as though this goal will interfere with the goal 
that they set for themselves when they came to the center (i.e. “grammar correction”). Thus, my 
initial and continued employment were both reliant on far more than the remediation of my 
individual behaviors, attitudes, pedagogical strategies, and tutoring techniques in faculty 
development.     
It is critical to understand how mesosystem and exosystem interactions shape instructor / 
tutor perceptions of the work that they are hired to do. The remediation of individual behaviors, 
attitudes and practices without the reinforcement of mesosystem and exosystem changes will 
produce a contradictory effect. This is why it is also critical to elucidate and interrogate the 
equity implications of Writing Center hiring practices or fellow selection process (Kleinfeld, 
Pemberton); Writing Center or university aesthetics (Faison and Treviño); and in policies that 
support more explicitly radical and social justice-oriented explanations of services (Greenfield). 
Hiring and designing faculty education focused on undoing racialized linguistic marginalization 
without these kinds of additional interventions tends to result in contradictory experiences for 
fellows and tutors: ones that reinforce the sense of a theory/practice divide. 
   TESOL Employment and Language Schools 
 My initial and continued employment in the field of Teaching English as a Second or 
Other Language (TESOL) was also contingent upon the interaction of several of my 
microsystems like teacher educators, students, and institutions. Thus, again, hiring practices were 
part of my mesosystem. However, these practices were also generated within the exosystems of 
external accrediting bodies, governmental policies, and admissions committees who I never met. 
While my direct experiences of my job were often positioned within the microsystem (i.e. in 
interactions with colleagues, students, and administrators),   I received my first position as a 
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teaching assistant in an English class in a public French high school through the French Ministry 
of Education’s Teaching Assistant Program in France (TAPIF) grant program: a program 
targeted at Americans which is part of a larger government program called the programme 
d’échange d’assistant de langue vivante. 
Each year, this program hires 1,500 Americans to “[establish] a native speaker presence” 
within French public schools, “while also providing American Francophiles with excellent 
teaching experience and first-hand knowledge of French language and culture” (“Teaching 
Assistant Program”). Grant recipients hail from other English-speaking and Anglophone nations 
as well, though in my experience, English-speaking recipients were primarily English, American, 
or Canadian. TAPIF eligibility further required that I was an American citizen, a permanent 
resident, or a Green Card holder from Australia, The Bahamas, Barbados, Canada, Ghana, India, 
Ireland, Jamaica, Kenya, New Zealand, Nigeria, member states of the Organisation of Eastern 
Caribbean States (OECS), South Africa, Trinidad and Tobago, or the United Kingdom 
(“Countries Involved”). However, in order to qualify, I also had to have completed “the majority 
of [my] elementary, secondary, and university studies in the United States” (“Eligibility”). The 
number of work visas awarded to US citizens and citizens of Canada, Australia, New Zealand 
and other members of Kachru’s “inner circle” countries far exceeded the number of visas 
awarded to English speakers who completed the majority of their schooling elsewhere.   
A primary selection criteria was the perception of my “authenticity” as an American 
citizen and the way that this led to the perception of “legitimacy” of my English resources. While 
legal regulation would not have prevented me from accepting a TAPIF grant if I had American 
citizenship, a Green Card, or permanent residency and had split my time between the United 
States and another country, policy dictated that I had to have spent the majority of my schooling 
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years in the US. Thus, the idea of establishing a “native speaker presence”—itself a contentious 
and imperialistic idea—was contingent upon my continual presence in the particular nation of 
the US: a nation which was allowed to select far more fellows to send to France than many other 
nations with similar programs. By contrast, my Mexican roommate was selected as a Spanish-
language assistant teacher out of a comparatively much smaller group of fellows. She was a 
multilingual trained professional who had years of experience teaching English, French, and 
Spanish as an Additional Language, as did many of her cohort colleagues. In other words, the 
fact of the “nativeness” of her Spanish was insufficient for her selection to the program because 
of where her Spanish resources were developed and, perhaps, because of the way that her 
nationality further racialized her linguistic resources: a fact that became even more obvious with 
the comparison between our CVs.  My employment in language schools, as I have argued in my 
introduction, similarly favored the perception of my “Americanness” (as mediated through my 
whiteness).  
I outline these facts of my employment to suggest the way that they differentially helped 
to determine “expertise” and belonging. The fact of my access to institutions and my citizenship 
were, alone, sufficient for my selection to a program for which I was not very well prepared or 
qualified to do the job. However, these mesosystem and exosystem hiring practices also shaped 
the intentional and less intentional formation of my microsystem, which put mostly other people 
who shared my experiences in the professional development context with me, thus making the 
macrosystem ideologies that my selection illustrated even more difficult to understand. By 
investigating how the microsystem of my classroom was formed by the intersections between the 
microsystems of my employers and the institutions where we all work, and the mesosystem and 
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exosystem hiring practices which they eventually promoted, it is more possible to see my 
unearned advantages for what they are.   
Implications of Bronfenbrenner’s Approach in Faculty Development 
 
As an interdisciplinary faculty educator and instructional designer, I have commonly 
encountered resistance when introducing anti-racist pedagogy or translingualism. Many faculty 
note that it seems detached from the realities on the ground, devoid of “practical” strategies, or 
even neglectful of student needs. Suresh Canagarjah’s work on translingual faculty development 
with pre-service TESOL teachers describes a similar experience. Canagarajah points to a 
common phenomenon in which instructors wish to be prepared, primarily, with practical 
“survival strategies” to simply do the business of teaching instead of focusing so much on 
translingual theory and reflective practice in which teachers consider their linguistic positionality 
relative to the students that they will teach. For some students in Canagarjah’s class, a 
translingual teaching paradigm shift appeared “impractical,” or rooted in assumptions about 
language, culture, and racialization that are not widely shared or understood, especially because 
they actively resist status quo framings. Translingualism is positioned as a paradigm that sounds 
nice but relates not at all to a teacher’s day-to-day experience. 
Bolstered by the tacit policy of unidirectional monolingualism that has repeatedly 
emerged as the imagined goal of the US college composition classroom (Horner and Trimbur) 
and paired with assumptions about the relative linguistic homogeneity of “average” college 
students (Matsuda), many teachers are working within a context in which they are not expected 
to possess or develop additional cultural or linguistic skill or expertise as part of practicum 
training or continued professional development. These skills and competencies are not required 
for selection into graduate programs, or considered to be part of what colleagues or students 
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evaluate when determining whether or not an instructor is suited to teach. This is despite the fact 
that, as Django Paris, H. Samy Alim, and Gloria Ladson-Billings have repeatedly noted in their 
work on culturally sustaining pedagogy and culturally relevant pedagogy, divides between 
faculty and students in cultural reference points can greatly impact teacher efficacy.  
When defining what a “translingual approach,” a “translingual pedagogy,” or especially 
an “anti-racist translingual pedagogy” involves, the typical description includes practices that 
take place within the microsystem or that involve a critique of the way that the macrosystem 
informs choices, actions, and dynamics within the microsystem with implications for the 
individual. Yet, as my second chapter suggests, and as Bronfenbrenner’s model shows, reforms 
in these practices without changes to all of the other scales results in the potential to make 
“antiracism,” or potentially, “translingual dispositions'' (Jenks and Lee), or “rhetorical 
attunements'' (Lorimer Leonard) into commodities without meaningfully disrupting systems of 
uneven accumulation that produce the justification for racialized language discriminiation. If 
what we mean by “pedagogical approaches'' stays limited to what individuals do (or don’t do) in 
their classroom practices, we risk communicating that change happens when more educated 
people develop more acceptable ways of thinking and talking about race and racialized language 
discriminiation. Knowing the words to say and the ways to behave becomes just another marker 
of cultural capital. (Some) individuals get to meet their own purposes at the expense of others. 
 Bronfenbrenner’s model helps us to theorize and understand networks of power beyond 
the individual and the macrosystem. However, it may also help individuals to think about the 
structural production of their own resistance to certain theoretical frameworks. As Melissa 
Phruksachart argues, it is uncertain whether the development of racial or emotional literacies has 
actually had much of an effect on the success of abolitionist projects or Black freedom struggles 
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within US contexts, and I would extend the point to say that I’m uncertain whether two decades 
of work on “race talk” within Writing Studies has made racial analysis or the interconnections 
between racialization and linguistic marginalization any more of an explicit focus in faculty 
development. As I mentioned in the beginning of this chapter, there is a danger in using a model 
like Bronfenbrenner’s to catalyze “better” or “more comprehensive” self-work for people who 
inhabit dominant positions. Yet, an ecological model might help us ask better questions about 
what we mean by expertise and teacher efficacy, and what we mean when we say that something 
is “too theoretical” to be useful. With what authority and with what knowledge do we have to 
assess the “pragmatism” of an approach, and particularly if it does not relate to our own specific 
experiences of navigating racialized language discriminiation? What has prepared us with the 
competencies necessary to work with students across difference? When we say that something is 
not “pragmatic,” what determines the limits of our imagination and our framework of reference? 
What within our ecosystem has best equipped us to judge pragmatism? What are the alternatives 
to this assumption? What lived experiences or expressed experiences by the people who 
surround us can prepare us to understand something as a “nice idea” that can’t work in practice? 
Understanding more about the ecosystems in which we operate can help us to ask these questions 











Toward Abolitionist Frameworks 
In chapter 3, I discussed the need to take a broader view of approaches to anti-racist 
translingual pedagogy by considering a richer scale and set of relations that dictate the conditions 
of our classrooms and our faculty development contexts. An ecological analysis can help with 
this task, as it allows us to understand the “structuring structures” (Bordieu) that shape what is 
knowable, and what gets understood to be pragmatic or too theoretical. However, ecological 
analysis does not necessarily help us to build or imagine beyond our current structures.  
 This chapter advocates toward building what I am calling an “abolitionist framework” 
inside of which anti-racist translingual pedagogies may develop. Rather than conceiving of an 
anti-racist translingual pedagogical approach as a set of “best practices” to do or to avoid within 
classrooms and writing programs inside of an otherwise unchanged institution, or a set of 
dispositions to cultivate within students or faculty, I argue that an anti-racist translingual 
approach must help us to work in coalition with other social justice struggles to conceptualize, 
dismantle, and rebuild the sources of racialized linguistic marginalization. An abolitionist 
framework helps us to understand how this could look. It also potentially shifts the intention of 
our work from institutional reform to more systematic transformation.   
Thinking alongside teacher-scholars in the growing movement toward Abolitionist 
University Studies (AUS), teacher-scholars in the Abolitionist Teaching Network (ATN), and the 
activists and scholars who are working toward the abolition of policing and prisons, this chapter 
describes how an abolitionist framework can help to address some of the critiques of an anti-
racist translingual pedagogical approach that I outlined in chapter 1, and some of the pitfalls of 
dominant liberal pedagogical models that I outlined in chapter 2. Ultimately, abolitionist thinking 
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and the development of an abolitionist framework may offer a useful challenge to Writing 
Studies’ tendency toward liberalism in considering what it means to do “anti-racist” work within 
institutions. Moving away from this tradition is critical to articulating a translingual pedagogy 
and approach to faculty education that is anti-racist.   
What can constitute an abolitionist framework within a particular institution is going to 
depend on local circumstances, and envisioning a specific framework and set of practices is work 
that is better done within a community. Thus, rather than offering “a utopic description” of a 
university that allows for entirely new sets of relations (la paperson 44), I am offering a way of 
defining abolition and thinking toward what it could mean for universities vis-a-vis what it has 
meant in other spaces focused on institutional transformation. My final and fifth chapter 
animates this framework further by offering a specific “case study.”   
Defining Abolition 
Within the context of Writing Studies, the word “abolition” is commonly associated with 
a movement that hit an apex in the 1990s and early 2000s: one in which teacher-scholars 
advocated toward decentralizing writing instruction by getting rid of the first-year composition 
requirement—and its labor baggage—entirely (Carter, Toth, and Miller; Goggin and Miller). 
Throughout this chapter, my use of the term “abolition” invokes a different history. Specifically, 
I am talking about a more recent movement toward what is called Abolitionist University Studies 
(AUS). This movement, which departs from Critical University Studies and the narrative of a 
well-funded, pre-“crisis,” post-war institution to which we should aspire to return, draws 
inspiration from a variety of historical and contemporary social movements designed to 
interrogate, challenge, and reimagine hierarchies of global anti-Blackness and its relationship to 
racial capitalist accumulation.  
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AUS locates the origin story of the contemporary American university system in the post-
Civil War reconstruction period, considering how universities functioned to manage the anxieties 
caused by the reorganization of the US economic structure (Boggs and Mitchell). Rather than 
advocating to “return” to a “pre-crisis” university structure that existed before the rise of 
neoliberalism and university corporatization, AUS argues that the university has always been a 
tool for maintaining hierarchies of white supremacy and land colonization. Thus, reforming the 
university and returning to an earlier version of universities will not sufficiently address the 
university’s primary assimilative function, or the way that it still participates in and perpetuates 
regimes of accumulation. Instead, it is important to reimagine who universities could be 
fundamentally (re)designed to serve.      
I am also defining an abolitionist framework as part of what is described by K-12 
education scholars such as Brian Jones, Bettina Love, Gholdy Muhammed, Yolanda Sealy-Ruiz, 
Dena Simmons, and members of the Abolitionist Teaching Network (ATN).  ATN’s goal is, 
broadly, the pursuit of resisting incremental school reforms that rely on policies aimed at 
“fixing” the “deficits” in character, language, academic skills, and discipline that are commonly 
assigned to low-income, poor, and working class children of color, especially within US urban 
schools. Love has described abolitionist teaching and advocacy as the pursuit of resisting and 
interrogating the “educational survival complex” that thrives on exploiting the suffering of 
marginalized students through practices like disproportionate suspension, police presence in 
schools, predatory lending, privatized testing, continued school segregation, and the “no-
excuses” teaching approaches made popular by some charter school networks such as KIPP and 
Success Academy (27, 30). 
 
 88 
The projects and goals of abolition in universities and in K-12 settings are different, since 
the contexts are different. However, AUS and the ATN both draw inspiration from many Leftist 
global abolitionist movements, and particularly the contemporary movement toward abolishing 
the prison industrial complex (PIC) and policing (Boggs et. al para. 3). Anti-PIC activists and 
thinkers like Angela Y. Davis, Ruth Wilson Gilmore, Mariame Kaba, James Kilgore, Alex 
Vitale, and organizations like All Of Us Or None, Critical Resistance, and Survived and 
Punished have worked for decades toward articulating a “political vision, a structural analysis of 
oppression, and a practical organizing strategy” (Kaba 23) with the ultimate goal of abolishing 
prisons and policing entirely. Importantly, abolitionists are not only concerned with ending the 
institution of the prison, but with interrogating what the existence of prison tells us about the 
democracy to which we are “being asked to consent” (Davis 61), and also with imagining how 
we may build and grow toward alternatives to racialized criminalization and punitive injustice. 
Ultimately, abolitionists want to dismantle and entirely reconstruct institutions whose purpose 
has always been to maintain systems of white supremacy and uneven accumulation by fostering 
the necessary social, political, and economic conditions that would make a world without 
prisons, policing and surveillance by the state possible (Harney and Moten). An important part of 
this process is not just to analyze oppression, or to actively work toward shrinking the size and 
scope of the PIC, but also to build connections to and coalitions with other struggles for social 
justice, and to imagine and build toward meaningful alternatives (Critical Resistance).  
 As I have earlier argued, many anti-racist pedagogical approaches within Writing Studies 
are focused on managing and challenging the individual behaviors, attitudes, practices, 
emotional, and racial literacies of faculty and students. Fewer anti-racist pedagogical approaches 
center on how to build collectively with movements that have engaged in interrogating, 
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challenging, and rethinking the way that institutions remain complicit in maintaining racial 
regimes that ultimately function to sustain racialized linguistic hierarchies and white language 
supremacy. The work of AUS and ATN is instructive here. Not only does it theorize 
entanglements between the university and K-12 schooling system and the carceral state in ways 
that serve the needs of capitalist accumulation, it also works to limit and mitigate current harms 
while reimagining alternative avenues.  
An Abolitionist Framework 
 While abolitionist organizing has persisted for centuries, and the specific US-based fight 
against mass incarceration and policing has persisted for decades, there has been a recent 
renewal in attention to abolition resulting from renewed attention to the Movement for Black 
Lives in the wake of the 2020 uprisings. From calls to “defund the police” and to reallocate 
funding toward existing municipally-funded resources (Uyeda), to calls to reimagine services 
aimed at creating “public safety” which do not currently exist (Hughson), to calls to shrink the 
size and power of police in the interest of moving toward total abolition (Kaba), what “abolition” 
practically entails is varied. However, there are some key tenets that comprise an abolitionist 
vision which could form the basis for thinking toward anti-racist translingual pedagogies. In this 
section, using the Critical Resistance Abolitionist Toolkit, “Worlds Without Walls,” and the 
Abolitionist Teaching Network’s Guide for Racial Justice and Abolitionist Social and Emotional 
Learning, I outline some of these tenets.  
The Critical Resistance Abolitionist Toolkit is a guide and a set of training materials for 
facilitating conversations about prison abolition within community spaces. It operates through 
articulating a political vision, analyzing power and oppression, drawing links between other 
movements for social justice and PIC abolition, and providing pragmatic and strategies-oriented 
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guidance for working toward the eventual abolition of prisons while discussing how to build 
coalitions with movements for social justice that are not explicitly abolitionist, but that share 
goals that would ultimately support abolition. The Abolitionist Teaching Network’s Guide for 
Racial Justice and Abolitionist Social and Emotional Learning serves a similar function, but 
considers how to limit carceral logics and practices within K-12 schools. Throughout this 
section, I will use portions from both of these guides to think toward a more comprehensive, 
ecologically-oriented anti-racist translingual framework inside which an anti-racist translingual 
pedagogy and approach to faculty education can be situated.  
To be clear: in advocating that anti-racist translingual pedagogies operate from within an 
abolitionist framework, I am not equating universities and prisons, or advocating for the total 
removal of universities in the same way that PIC abolitionists are advocating for the total 
removal of prisons. Likewise, the ATN is also not advocating for the end of schools, but is 
advocating toward changing them so that they might not be recognizably the same. Instead, I am 
contending that an anti-racist translingual pedagogical approach must move beyond the personal 
empowerment of individual students and toward also focusing on eliminating sources of 
racialized linguistic marginalization as they are perpetuated by universities themselves, and on 
redistributing hoarded resources. Doing this will necessarily entail abolishing and reconstituting 
a host of carceral structures and systems.  
This means that the fundamental shape and purpose of an abolitionist university—and, 
specifically, the way that it marshals and withholds accumulated wealth—will look entirely 
different than the university that is currently in place. Rather than seeking to reform that 
university, an abolitionist framework seeks to dismantle it and remake it, which necessitates 
imagining structural supports that are not currently in place. By interrogating and challenging the 
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ways that universities are complicit in promoting carceral logics and direct ties to the carceral 
state, and the ways that universities contribute directly to strengthening regimes of uneven 
accumulation and, therefore, racial capitalism, we move closer toward abolishing the university. 
By imagining the impossible next steps—a university which works toward rematriating the land 
(Tuck and Yang); that “acts upon financial systems rather than just critiquing them” (la paperson 
42); and that operates in reciprocal service of communities—we move closer toward abolishing 
the university.   
Abolition and “Shrinking the System” 
As Ruth Wilson Gilmore contends in the book Golden Gulag: Prisons, Surplus, Crisis, 
and Opposition in Globalizing California, the acceleration of the construction of the PIC 
materialized as a way to manage a variety of surpluses in land, labor, finance capital, and state 
capacity. As it grew, and as the social welfare state shrank, the PIC began to “replace” a host of 
social welfare services that it was inadequately designed to perform. The PIC was never meant to 
manage the crises that it is tasked to manage. Thus, the “the fallout from cutbacks in social 
services'' has created an overreliance on PIC infrastructure to manage the work that is better 
suited for social workers, educators, mental health workers, doctors, and governments (Gilmore 
and Kilgore).  
Because of this, Gilmore and many abolitionists argue that making more “humane” 
prisons modeled on those that exist in nations with more expansive social welfare resources will 
fail to account for the reasons that people are generally incarcerated or policed in the first place. 
In other words, reform will always inadequately address the root causes of crime and also the 
root causes of disproportionately racialized criminalization. Rather than making a “better” 
prison—which will ultimately misdirect investments that could reduce the root causes of 
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criminalization—we should work toward reducing its size, scope, and power. Reforms such as 
“mandatory minimums, determinate sentencing, and the juvenile justice system” can have the 
unintended consequence of expanding PIC infrastructure and, ultimately, making it worse 
(Critical Resistance 33). Thus, within the context of jails and prisons, “shrinking the system” 
might mean committing to a smaller goal like decarceration, or getting more people out of prison 
or jail. Strategies might revolve around a concrete goal, like ensuring that people do not die in 
prison (42). In the short term, this might include advocacy toward expanding “compassionate 
release” or sentencing changes for incarcerated people who are terminally ill or elderly, or 
working to end prison hospice (42-44).  
For schools, “shrinking the system” necessarily looks different, because resources might 
be reinvested or redirected into the same institution rather than removed and redirected 
elsewhere. ATN’s first guide, published in August of 2020, focuses on ways to interrogate and 
shrink aspects of social-emotional learning (SEL) standards that are becoming more widely 
adopted within schools across the nation, arguing for how “SEL conversations, practices, and 
curricula are too often based on white, cisgender, patriarchal norms and values which further 
enact emotional and psychological violence onto Black, Brown, and LGBTQ+ youth of color, in 
particular” (Kaler-Jones). ATN argues that “shrinking the system” in relation to SEL looks like 
interrogating and eliminating its carceral logics, including the ways in which it can function as “a 
covert form of policing or an excuse to further use disciplinary tactics when Black and Brown 
young people make school staff uncomfortable by not complying with ruled expectations'' (para. 
14). Abolitionist SEL seeks to “shrink the system” by removing punitive disciplinary 
approaches: especially those that directly involve connections to law enforcement. “Shrinking 
the system” might also involve the deconstruction of schools that were built to function like 
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prisons or the end of high-stakes testing (Abolitionist Teaching Network 7-8). It also involves 
addressing the way that carceral logics appear in classrooms “even when police are not present in 
our schools” (7). In each case, “shrinking the system” refers to identifying and seeking to limit or 
diminish the harmful effects of PIC infrastructure and thinking. 
In determining what to “shrink” about university infrastructure in service of confronting 
regimes of racial capitalism that it directly contributes to sustaining, it is useful to consider how 
universities also grow and maintain racialized economic inequality. AUS draws links between 
the ways in which universities have historically and currently participated in and sustained 
uneven capitalist accumulation: so much so, that in 2015, “the endowments of the twenty 
wealthiest US institutions...totaled more than $547 billion—a figure roughly comparable to the 
gross domestic product of Sweden” (Boggs et. al). Columbia University and New York 
University—two private universities where tuition is among the highest in the nation—are two of 
the ten biggest property owners in New York City (Warerkar). And yet, many universities 
largely fail to deliver on the promise of upward economic mobility that they are supposedly 
designed to address, all while maintaining a non-profit, tax-exempt status which might 
substantially boost public service revenues in the communities where they are located.  
As the historian Elizabeth Hinton has argued, private universities with large endowments 
routinely hoard financial resources while refusing to invest in low-income communities that they 
frequently occupy and also employ (“Solidarity”). According to the American Council on 
Education, the largest proportion of Black and Latinx-identified staff in universities hold jobs 
that are classified as “service / maintenance” (Bichsel et al.), meaning that campus dining staff 
workers, facilities maintenance, janitorial staff, campus security officers, gardeners, and mail 
services workers are disproportionately likely to be both the university’s lowest-paid employees 
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and also disproportionately likely to be people of color. This is especially stark considering that 
more than 700,000 full-time university workers across the US do not currently earn what 
qualifies as a “living wage” (Eisenberg).   
 Many students increasingly arrive at college with vast existing food and housing 
insecurities, wealthy colleges. Many workers arrive on the same campuses with the same 
insecurities. Yet—especially at private, elite colleges sitting on increasingly vast sums of 
wealth—universities increasingly manage massive accumulations while legally escaping 
culpability for strengthening a municipal social safety net through contributing to the tax base or 
compensating workers in a way that would allow them to attend to the basic needs insecurities 
that the universities themselves are creating. The “College and University Basic Needs 
Insecurity” report authored by The Hope Center illustrates this point, showing that in a survey of 
167,000 students across 101 community colleges and 68 four-year colleges, 48% of two-year 
college students and 41% of students at four-year institutions had experienced food insecurity in 
the 30 days before they were surveyed (Goldrick-Rab et. al 5). Meanwhile, books like The 
Privileged Poor: How Elite Colleges are Failing Disadvantaged Students; Paying for the Party: 
How Colleges Maintain Inequality; and The Unchosen Me: Race, Gender, and Identity among 
Black Women in College demonstrate that—particularly for working-class students of color—a 
college education, especially in elite institutions, can actually function to exacerbate existing 
inequalities. As Jean Anyon reminds us in Radical Possibilities:Public Policy, Urban Education, 
and a New Social Movement, approximately half of the young people who are living at or below 
the poverty line are attending college, and one in every nine young people who live at or below 
the poverty line has a college degree. Additionally, “after mortgages, student loans are the largest 
form of debt now in the United States” (la paperson 39).  
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I am certainly not advocating for a reduction in public funding to universities, which will 
only exacerbate existing inequalities since so many of the same students surveyed by The Hope 
Center already attend massively underfunded state schools. However, I am suggesting that it is 
worth asking how a university system that is actively contributing to racialized wealth inequality 
can honestly claim to engage in “anti-racist” pedagogies that are primarily mobilized through the 
adoption of “compassionate,” “celebratory,” or “critical” classroom practices. What can it mean 
to have a “compassionate” pedagogy built on a checklist of good and bad individual teacher 
behaviors when we are talking about teaching students who may be assuming a lifetime of debt 
as a direct result of sitting in our classrooms? What does it mean to have an “anti-racist” 
pedagogy within an institution that is creating and maintaining stratified systems of racialized 
economic inequality? An anti-racist translingual pedagogy must engage students and faculty in 
interrogating the ways that universities exacerbate and contribute directly to uneven capitalist 
accumulation through growing tax-exempt endowments while underfunding an increasingly 
large portion of their labor force, directly contributing to student debt and basic needs insecurity, 
and failing to accomplish the basic function of increasing social mobility. “Shrinking the system” 
in ways that directly contribute to redistributing hoarded resources is anti-racist work.   
We might also consider how shrinking pedagogies that sustain carceral logics that 
disproportionately harm students, faculty, and staff who are already the most likely to be 
disproportionately harmed by the same logics mobilized against them within the broader society 
might “shrink the system” in universities. Jeffrey Moro calls these logics “cop shit,” defining 
them as practices and technologies that “presume an adversarial relationship between students 
and teachers” and, thus, present the need for constant monitoring, shaming, discipline, or the 
involvement of actual law enforcement agencies. Examples may include technologies as varied 
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as plagiarism detection software, metal detectors, surveillance proctoring, suspension and 
expulsion policies, or behavior management softwares designed to more automatically control 
students’ movements within classroom spaces. In the classroom, this could also apply to 
practices designed for instructors or administrators to “conquer” what is assumed to be students’ 
inherent inclination to avoid work, or to take the easiest possible route through an education, 
such as shame-based absence or tardiness policies, grading and ranking systems, or the practice 
of requiring extensive documentation in order to grant accommodations.  
Living wage campaigns and efforts to unionize campus workers are essential to anti-
racist praxis. We must also resist and challenge adjunctification narratives which pit “deserving,” 
credentialed, part-time faculty whose poverty wages are a surprise against “non-deserving,” 
uncredentialed, full and part-time faculty whose poverty wages are an expected, accepted, or 
invisible outcome. We must be clear when universities that are claiming to center inclusion, 
equity, and diversity also directly produce vast economic inequality. This is why, ultimately, 
abolition teaches us that the reform of institutional practices so that they remain basically intact 
will never produce necessary structural challenges. It also teaches us how to work within an 
existing system without expanding it and while simultaneously imagining toward a different 
reality.  
Abolition As An “Everything-Ist” Approach 
Abolition is not only concerned with shrinking, and eventually abolishing, the PIC. It is 
also invested in determining how to mitigate the dispossession of marginalized populations and, 
thus, addressing the root causes of criminalization. For PIC activists, most crime doesn’t happen 
because of a lack of PIC infrastructure, and it doesn’t stop when PIC infrastructure increases. It 
happens when people are deprived of the material, social, and political conditions which make 
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life possible: land, health and wellbeing, ecological protection, physical safety, food security, 
education, and full democratic participation. This is why, as Gilmore argues, an abolitionist 
approach must be “deliberately everything-ist.”  It is a system that calls: 
...for government investment in jobs, education, housing, health care — all the  
elements that are required for a productive and violence-free life. Abolition means not 
just the closing of prisons but the presence, instead, of vital systems of support that many 
communities lack. Instead of asking how, in a future without prisons, we will deal with 
so-called violent people, abolitionists ask how we resolve inequalities and get people the 
resources they need long before the hypothetical moment when...they  
“mess up.” (Kushner)  
The Critical Resistance Abolitionist Toolkit recommends “building other institutions and 
practices to maintain and create self-determination for communities and individuals” as an 
indirect way to build toward abolition (Critical Resistance 56). In other words, an abolitionist 
practice isn’t only concerned with getting rid of the PIC, but also with articulating what a society 
needs in order to ensure a more inclusive vision of “safety.” This might include not only working 
toward government investment in a social safety net that meets basic human needs, but also 
working toward mitigating harm and creating safety in ways that do not involve the legal or 
criminal system (30-31).     
Abolition as an “everything-ist” approach also advocates toward the decriminlization of 
sex work, mobilizes to draw national attention to the wrongful incarceration of women who 
commit violence in self-defense, pushes for policies that promote universal healthcare, and 
develops methods and trainings for alternative forms of conflict resolution (Berger, Kaba and 
Stein). At first glance, all of these organizing efforts may not necessarily appear to relate directly 
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to the reduction of PIC infrastructure. Yet, as Fred Moten and Stefano Harney argue, prison 
abolition is more closely related to “the abolition of a society” in which prisons, slavery, or 
wages are possible rather than, solely, the abolition of prisons themselves (42). Gilmore reiterates 
this point, noting that abolition has always been a process of confronting the conditions under 
which the dismantlement of prisons is actually possible, which involves organizing against all 
structures which uphold the hierarchy that sustains racial capitalism. Abolition impacts “the 
entirety of human-environmental relations” (“Is Prison Necessary?”). 
While Jean Anyon did not consciously position her work as “abolitionist,” her own 
everything-ist approach to school reform provides an excellent model for how this abolitionist 
tenet could unfold within educational contexts. Anyon has argued that any attempt at changing 
schooling practices—including the reform of pedagogical praxis, or the way that we educate 
faculty—that does not attend to “macroeconomic policies like those regulating minimum wage, 
job availability, tax rates, federal transportation, and affordable housing” will ultimately treat a 
symptom rather than the root of the problem (Anyon 2). The same vital systems of support that 
prison abolitionists are working toward building are important for anti-racist translingual 
educators. However, often, advocacy toward these kinds of policies and protections are not 
assumed to exist under the umbrella of what is included in an anti-racist or translingual approach. 
In continuing to formalize an anti-racist translingual approach that avoids flattening different 
experiences with linguistic marginalization, encouraging the appropriation or the facile 
appreciation of difference, or supporting the worsening of economic and racial inequality 
through propping up the goal of developing ideal, mobile (neo)liberal multicultural subjects, I 
argue that an anti-racist translingual pedagogy must also be “everything-ist.” What it means to be 
“everything-ist” will necessarily be determined by individual institutional contexts.  
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Abolition and the Radical Imagination 
PIC abolitionists commonly frame the movement toward abolition in terms of gathering 
information about what communities want. As the Critical Resistance guide notes, the abolition 
of prisons and policing can feel extreme: even to those who are the most negatively impacted by 
PIC infrastructure. Thus, rather than starting with the goal of closing the doors to all prisons 
tomorrow, it can make the issue of prison abolition feel more approachable to discuss what 
makes communities feel safe (93), and what the common denominators are within communities 
that already feel “safe”. By redefining “safety” to include a more comprehensive definition that 
helps to imagine what resources we may need but which might not already exist, abolitionists 
may still work toward designing an “everything-ist” approach with people who might otherwise 
be resistant to the idea of abolition.  
An example of a starting place for discussions like these are posters designed in 2018 by 
PIC system-impacted community organizer, Amber Hughson. Hughson’s signs present a variety 
of scenarios which imagine alternatives to involving law enforcement agencies to find a 
resolution. For example, the text of one of the signs reads as follows: “Someone is behaving 
erratically & in harm’s way. Imagine...texting a number & an unarmed urgent responder trained 
in behavioral and mental health comes within 5 minutes. An hour later, that person is safe & 
getting the support they need. Isn’t that public safety?” (Hughson “Alternatives To Policing”). 
Hughson’s ultimate message is that it is possible to reimagine public safety in a way that better 
supports everyone’s safety: not only the bystander potentially harmed by the person behaving 
“erratically”, but the person whose behavior is “erratic,” too. As Hughson argues in a blog post 
explaining the signs, rather than direct policy recommendations, these are a tool for imagining 
alternatives to a system which seems inevitable and immovable. They are a call to “imagine the 
kinds of transformative changes that would be required in your specific context for Indigenous, 
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Black, trans, immigrant, poor, and disabled people most impacted by policing to actually make 
the decisions of how land, wealth, food, shelter, and healthcare are distributed in a world without 
police” (Hughson, “But Actually Imagine Transformative Alternatives to Policing”). A step 
toward denaturalizing PIC infrastructure is by questioning whether it produces the outcomes that 
it claims to produce, and if not, imagining collectively toward what might produce them 
instead.   
In an interview with John Duda, Mariame Kaba also notes that part of abolitionist 
visioning is understanding iterations of abolition that exist within the current moment:  
 ...There are groups of people who are living a type of abolition now. I want you to think  
 of affluent, white neighborhoods in the Chicago area like Naperville where there are no  
 cops to be found….anywhere. You actually have to call them to show up. Their kid’s  
 schools? No cops, no metal detectors. They have what they need. The people are  
 working. Talk about full employment! People have houses that are worth millions.  
They’ve got housing, healthcare, jobs: all the things that make it so people won’t feel we  
need police, prisons, and surveillance. There are some communities already living that 
today. (Kaba, We Do This ‘Til We Free Us, 99) 
Understanding “abolition” in terms of what already exists rather than understanding it in terms of 
some faraway future possibility is critical to the development of an abolitionist framework and 
future. While we may not see the end to the PIC within our lifetime, there are real shifts in the 
acceptance of PIC infrastructure that have already occurred, and that can continue to occur right 
now. Likewise, imagining collectively toward what could exist in the place of what does exist 
can help to defamiliarize what seems natural, logical, or inevitable.      
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 The ATN’s abolitionist vision for SEL involves articulating what should take the place of 
resources that are currently lacking. While the ATN notes that “abolitionist teaching cannot be 
distilled to a list of ‘best practices’ because it is a way of life,” (2) it also recommends specific 
provisions for students and faculty to “learn about the beauty, joy, and resilience of Black, 
Brown, and Indigenous folx and the complexity of the African diaspora (because not all Black 
folx are African American)” (4). For the ATN, part of an abolitionist vision is to move beyond a 
framework that only critiques oppression, and to move beyond a primarily Eurocentric 
curriculum, and toward a framework that actively centers, cultivates, and teaches about Black, 
Brown, and Indigenous beauty, joy, and resilience as a way of returning students’ full humanity. 
However, ATN also imagines toward “state-of-the-art green school facilities that are worthy of 
Black, Brown, and Indigenous children, reparations for Children of Color stolen by the school-
to-prison pipeline, [and] curriculum that reflects People of Color and their contributions, 
humanity, and joy” (6-7). The material and intellectual infrastructure that ATN envisions moves 
beyond a critique of the one that exists: a practice abolitionists have called “freedom dreaming” 
(Kelley, Freedom Dreams: The Black Radical Imagination; Love 101).  
Toward an Anti-Racist Translingual Approach Within an Abolitionist Framework   
As I mentioned at the beginning, it is beyond the scope of this chapter to articulate a list 
of specific “features” of an abolitionist university: not only because this work is best done within 
specific communities, but also because “best practices” and checklists tend to reduce complexity 
in favor of more engaged enactments (Dolmage). However, in the next chapter, I consider how 
translanguaging student activists across the City University of New York (CUNY) articulated 
what an abolitionist transformation of the university could look like. The ecological, everything-
ist, radical vision that the students articulated was, necessarily, specific to this group of students 
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in a particular moment in history. However, it offers an important model of enactment that can 

































“We Will Know Our Heroes And Our Culture”: Abolitionist Transliteracies Ecologies in CUNY 
Open Admissions Protests  
 
Throughout this project, I have argued for why an anti-racist approach to translingual 
pedagogy must focus on directly addressing the root causes of racialized linguistic 
marginalization and the ways in which universities perpetuate them. Moving beyond liberal 
pedagogical models that primarily help students and faculty to navigate toward their own 
purposes, or anti-racist pedagogies which help students and faculty to develop “better” or “more 
acceptable” ways of talking and thinking about power, race, oppression, and privilege, my 
previous chapter considers what we may learn from PIC and education abolitionists in moving 
toward the articulation of anti-racist translingual pedagogies. 
In this chapter, I consider a case study built around the student-led protests for open 
admissions and the brief enactment of an alternative university at the City University of New 
York (CUNY) in the late 1960s. Focusing on the radical transformation of the university toward 
more democratic purposes, students negotiated across many axes of difference. They radically 
imagined toward a model of the university that could support anti-racist translingual pedagogies 
through articulating an “everything-ist” approach to the classroom. They demanded that 
administrators “shrink the system” of racialized assessment and admissions processes while 
growing their opportunities for full democratic participation and more robust community control. 
The substance of their demands, and the university that students temporarily built, provides 
contemporary translingualists with an important blueprint for moving toward an anti-racist 
translingual approach that moves beyond empowering linguistically and racially marginalized 
 
 104 
students, or the interrogation of white supremacy, and toward radically transforming 
universities.  
The vision that students had was specific to the historical and institutional context of the 
time. It was imperfect and human. It led to enacting changes in the university that both failed and 
succeeded to capture their desires and the spirit of their demands. And yet, between 1968 and 
1969, student activists, supportive faculty and staff, and members of the surrounding community 
pressured university officials by organizing negotiation meetings, protests, and campus takeovers 
that accelerated and greatly expanded a modest, tokenizing proposal to increase access to CUNY 
for students of color. In doing this, they achieved something impossible, even if briefly. As a 
result, the fall of 1970 saw the start of the policy of open admissions in which high school 
graduates of the New York City public school system with a grade point average of B or better 
were guaranteed (briefly tuition-free) admission at one of CUNY’s four-year senior colleges, 
while all high school graduates were guaranteed admission at a CUNY community college.  
Bruce Horner, Carmen Kynard, Steve Lamos, Min-Zhan Lu, Rebecca Mlynarczyk, 
George Otte, and John Trimbur have all documented this student action which “essentially 
remade the CUNY system overnight” (Fabricant and Brier 32). However, with the exception of 
Kynard’s work, much of the scholarly conversation within Writing Studies around open 
admissions has focused on faculty, writing program administration, and the rhetorics of the field 
of basic writing that emerged in open admission’s aftermath. Building on Keith Gilyard’s call to 
“write the histories of the translanguagers” who brought open admissions to CUNY (288), this 
chapter considers how the material of oral histories and protest writing of student organizers in 
the Black and Puerto Rican Student Community (BPRSC), the Search for Education, Elevation, 
and Knowledge (SEEK) program, and a solidarity statement written by white students involved 
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in a local chapter of the national organization, Students for a Democratic Society (SDS), at 
CUNY’s founding campus, City College might help contemporary anti-racist translingualists to 
move beyond a pedagogical approach focused primarily on studying or valuing individual 
languaging practices and toward a commitment to making more substantial infrastructural 
changes within our writing programs, our universities, and our communities. Students demanded 
that City College build a much more robust infrastructure for the co-interrogation of linguistic 
marginalization that students would do alongside their teachers and their communities. This 
infrastructure included a more thorough engagement with Harlem, where City College is located; 
the resources to teach and learn about histories of colonialism, imperialism, anti-Blackness and 
other forms of racialization; and remediation of the reception practices of teachers. Students also 
demanded a much more substantial role in governance and in programmatic decision making. In 
short, activists were not only concerned with celebrating, authorizing, or promoting individual 
students’ right to their own language. Instead, and additionally, they were concerned with 
remaking the structures that ensured racialized linguistic discriminiation in the first place.  
Toward an Abolitionist Transliteracies Ecology: Revisiting the Five Demands 
In 1965, with financial support authorized by the New York State legislature, City 
College began a pilot program called Search for Education, Elevation, and Knowledge (SEEK): 
a pre-college initiative that provided financial and scholarly support to low-income students who 
were interested in eventually entering college. To City College’s mostly white, low-income, first 
and second-generation immigrant campus, the SEEK program attracted a group of primarily 
students of color: many who lived in the surrounding neighborhood of Harlem. Yet in the 
ensuing three years, as former SEEK student Khadija DeLoach recounted in an oral history, 
matriculated City College students and SEEK students still remained fairly segregated on 
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campus. This was also true of matriculated Black students who DeLoach suggests “came from 
better neighborhoods [than SEEK students] even though they were Black,” and who made SEEK 
students feel as though “there was definitely a distinction between us” (Medina 9). This 
distinction prevented meaningful organizing until the 1968 assassination of Dr. Martin Luther 
King, Jr. While individual students had discussed the need to organize before 1968, King’s death 
became a catalyst to form a student organizing group called the Black and Puerto Rican Student 
Community (BPRSC) (Medina 14).  
By the fall of 1968, students within BPRSC began to petition administrators to greatly 
expand their own meager proposal that would guarantee admission to a slightly larger percentage 
of high school graduates over the course of 10 years. The students also challenged CUNY’s plan 
for “access,” insisting that true college accessibility would necessitate much more than simply 
opening the doors for a few more students to enter. Instead, students demanded an altered 
curriculum—for both students and faculty—that would help to fill in critical gaps in knowledge 
and to bring the public university into closer conversation with the surrounding community. 
They demanded more direct and student-involved forms of government. They demanded 
protected spaces to acclimate minoritized students to university lifeways. In essence, students 
were proposing important structural changes that imagined the university, and who it served, 
differently.  
After nearly six months of petitioning by students, sympathetic faculty, and community 
members to revise and greatly expand their proposal without much of a robust response, the 
BPRSC and a group of white students acting in solidarity decided to take more drastic action. 
Presenting to the public the same list of five demands that they had previously discussed with 
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college officials, the students overtook several buildings on City College’s campus and refused 
to leave until CUNY officials entered into negotiations. The demands were as follows: 
1.  The establishment of a separate school of Black and Puerto Rican studies 
2.  A first-year orientation for Black and Puerto Rican students 
3.  A determining voice in setting the guidelines for the Search for Education, Elevation, 
and Knowledge (SEEK) program: a pre-baccalaureate program designed to provide 
financial and educational support to low-income students (who were primarily students of 
color) 
4. That the racial composition of the incoming first-year class match the racial composition 
of the New York City public high schools 
5. That education majors be required to take Puerto Rican and Black history classes as well 
as coursework in Spanish 
 
 
From this list, there are three important goals that establish the basis for an abolitionist 
transliteracies ecology and, thus, for a more anti-racist translingual pedagogical approach: 
increased representation and community partnership; identification and interrogation of (ongoing 
and historic) epistemic violence; and participatory governance. I will examine each of these 
demands and their implications in the next section.  
Representation and Community Partnership 
The student organizers felt that representation bolstered by community partnership was a 
key part of a university designed to serve the public. In analyzing the text of the students’ 
demand, I will explain what I mean by both “representation” and “community”: 
This demand is the most important of our demands. At present, Blacks and Puerto Ricans 
comprise 40% of the high school population. Yet at City College (now renamed Harlem 
University), there are only 9% Black and Puerto Ricans and 91% whites (Day Session) -- 
even though City College is located in Harlem which is 98% Black and Puerto Rican. 
Along with these shocking figures comes the fact that 95% of all Black and Puerto Rican 
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people are working class people and pay for all schools including the colleges directly 
through their taxes. (“Five Demands” 1-2) 
For the BPRSC, the most important demand is more equitable representation of Black and Puerto 
Rican students throughout the CUNY system. Notably, representation is inextricably linked to 
reciprocal community partnership: there is a focus on providing ways to access college not only 
for traditionally “college bound” students, but also for potential students who had been denied 
opportunities, including “all people who have graduated [high school] in the past” who are 
currently employed in low-wage jobs (2).  
This community partnership is rhetorically invoked in the renaming of City College as 
Harlem University, in the reminder to the audience that working class people were paying for a 
public good to which they don’t have access, and in an accompanying press release issued by the 
BPRSC on April 26, 1969, in which students call themselves “representatives of the community” 
acting on behalf of it from within it (“Press Release” 1-2). However, the university-community 
partnership stretched beyond words. During the takeover, under the leadership of the BPRSC 
(with partnership by faculty and student allies from outside of the organization) students fed, 
provided medical attention, offered places to stay for “the hungry and sick” of Harlem, and also 
offered free tutoring to anyone in the community (1-2). Taking over the college president’s on-
campus residence, Education major activists established a childcare center for those participating 
in the struggle (Medina 22-23). In other words, students physically remade the ecology of the 
campus, enacting an abolitionist university using the resources from the first one. This act of 
reimagining the material infrastructures that helped to keep its racist organizational logics in 
place was, itself, abolitionist. This enactment moved beyond a critique of economic inequalities, 
the gendered structures that governed and prevented full movement participation (especially for 
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women), and the infrastructural / institutional guarding of knowledge and resources from the 
surrounding community and—temporarily—toward something else. 
To contemporary translingualists, this demand is worthy of note because part of the 
abolitionist transliteracies ecology that BPRSC students imagine is one in which representation 
comes as part of a reciprocal partnership with people who are not already imagined to be part of 
the existing college community. While, of course, what “representation” can mean will differ 
from campus context to campus context, it is critical to ask questions about who already appears 
on which campuses, and who does not as part of an abolitionist transliteracies ecological 
analysis.  
A recent study that the New York Times conducted with data from the National Center for 
Education Statistics found that, in the United States, the gap between college-age Black and 
Hispanic students nationwide and enrolled college students has widened by 6 points since 1980 
(Ashkenas, Park, and Pierce). Black and Hispanic students continue to be underrepresented at the 
top 5 most selective CUNY colleges (Hancock and Kolodner), and on the University of 
California system’s most selective campuses as well (Ashkenas, Park, and Pierce). We also see 
in the BPRSC’s vision the building of a more robust infrastructure of support that stretches 
beyond the “typical” boundaries of a school. In order for movement participation, education, and 
representation to effectively work, it was necessary to build and maintain a much broader 
ecology of support. While, in a transnational analysis, the idea of “representation” must move 
beyond racial representation to include an analysis of the underrepresentation of other 
minoritized groups of people as well, thinking of this project and the project of infrastructure 
building as part of an anti-racist translingual praxis is key. 
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         Compare the BPRSC’s statement and actions to those included in the solidarity statement 
issued by white students, who overtook and renamed a City College campus building “Huey P. 
Newton Hall for Political Action” after the Black Panther co-founder. It is noted that the 
members of BPRSC “fully endorsed [the] statement as a corollary to [their] demand” (“Newton 
Hall Statement” 5). However, the justification for the fourth demand significantly differs: 
The present procedure of selecting students based on examinations and grades is both 
arbitrary and discriminatory. It is discriminatory in that it is clearly certain ethnic groups 
which suffer by the standards due to inferior education in ghetto schools...And 
examinations and grades are an arbitrary rather than qualitative measure of a student’s 
ability. They force a student to become more concerned with competition than with 
education, more concerned with doing well than with learning well. (“Newtown Hall 
Statement” 4). 
While white students recognize the harm that discriminatory standards do to their Black and 
Puerto Rican peers, they also argue that competitive metrics (which are designed to advantage 
them) are a detriment to everyone’s learning because of what those metrics communicate about 
the purpose of an education. They do this while simultaneously acknowledging that these 
standards are more of a detriment to their peers. The statement recognizes that laboring toward 
representation requires a different kind of work for white students, who have faced an entirely 
different set of historical circumstances, but who also recognize how failing to do this work will 
have direct consequences for their own lives. Solidarity with the Black and Puerto Rican 
students’ goals is constructed in this statement as not simply an act of empathy or altruism, but as 
a necessary action for the future of “every student in the university.”           
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Contemporary translingualists may ask: in what ways do we currently labor toward 
representation in a given local context as part of anti-racist translingual praxis? How might we 
see theorizing about and laboring toward representation as a critical anti-racist transliteracies 
skill? What are the infrastructures that prevent representation in our scholarly communities, our 
universities, our departments, our graduate programs, and elsewhere? How are we addressing 
those infrastructures as part of what will make anti-racist translingualism possible? Finally, how 
might these complimentary (and, yet, different) statements from the BPRSC and white City 
College students help us consider the examination of a broader positionality—and not simply our 
linguistic biases—as part of the work of a translingual approach?  
Identification and Interrogation of (Ongoing and Historic) Epistemic Violence 
Importantly, as chapter 2 argues, the presence of racialized bodies and texts is not 
sufficient to challenge university infrastructure. This is why it is important to consider students’ 
other demands. Ultimately, the demand for a separate, degree-granting school of Black and 
Puerto Rican Studies and the demand that teachers-in-training would be required to take Spanish 
language classes and Black and Puerto Rican history classes were not met. However, we might 
recognize within these demands a second key tenet necessary to foster an abolitionist 
transliteracies ecology: tools and strategies to identify and interrogate ongoing and historic 
epistemic violence. In the fifth demand, students enact one of these tools as they reverse a 
common deficit narrative about their own “college readiness” by showing how a lack of 
historical, cultural, and linguistic competence in faculty education has resulted from City 
College’s own negligence: 
This demand is designed to deal with the attitudes of teachers toward Black and Puerto 
Rican children. City College produces 40% of the teachers in New York City. We find 
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that a teacher will be better able to teach and relate to our students if he has some 
understanding of the social, economic and political oppression under which they live. The 
demand requires that he take a course in Black history and a course in Puerto Rican 
history. The demand also requires that teachers take Spanish in order that they be more 
effective when teaching Puerto Rican children. (2) 
In this demand, students turn the magnifying glass toward New York City teachers, many who 
were educated at City College, and claim that they had failed to recognize the literacies, histories, 
linguistic competencies, and lifeworlds that especially Black and Puerto Rican students bring 
into the classroom. This—rather than a lack of intelligence, motivation, or willpower—was what 
had led to the condition under which it was possible for 91% of City College’s student 
population to be white, and which kept, according to the students’ account, 84% of all Black and 
Puerto Rican students from high school graduation (“Five Demands” 1). By accusing the college 
of inadequately preparing a large portion of the city’s teachers to meet the needs of the majority 
of the city’s students, students demand legibility from teachers who inhabit the white listening 
subject position. However, students were also making a proposal to benefit their monolingual 
instructors by insisting that they broaden their linguistic horizons and, thus, their own abilities to 
be truly “effective.” This demand sought to restore both the full humanity of students and 
teachers whose own educational opportunities had limited the development of their own 
linguistic repertoires. 
In a contemporary abolitionist transliteracies ecology analysis, we should adopt a similar 
position when critiques of translingualism’s “practical application” arise. Rather than asking how 
translingualists can prepare students who are imagined to inhabit an L2 subject position to 
become legible to those in a dominant position, we might counter by asking how we are 
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preparing all people (and especially teachers) who are imagined to inhabit a dominant subject 
position to become more adept linguistic and cultural negotiators. How—especially within the 
cultural context of the United States with its ongoing legacy of school, neighborhood, social, and 
cultural segregation—might we expect teachers’ transliteracies to develop without robust support 
and intervention? As we move toward an anti-racist transliteracies praxis, translingualists should 
center an approach that interrogates the cultural, historical, curricular, and institutional structures 
that have created what the sociologist Charles Mills calls “white ignorance”: a form of epistemic 
violence that arises from structural dedication to the prevention of knowledge and the 
preservation of white supremacy (15).  
However, it is important to note that the demand for legibility was not only a demand to 
offer a corrective for the missing components of the teachers’ education. It was also a demand 
for Black and Puerto Rican students to see themselves reflected in the curriculum. In the first 
demand, both the BPRSC and Newton Hall statements require the establishment of a separate 
school of Black and Puerto Rican Studies, which would help to further support building the tools 
and strategies necessary to identify and interrogate ongoing and historic epistemic violence. The 
BPRSC explains this demand in this way: 
This school [for Black and Puerto Rican Studies] will be controlled by the community, 
students and faculty. The courses and programs offered at this school will be totally 
geared to community needs. For the first time we will be able to study our true past 
history in relation to our present condition. We will know our heroes and our culture 
which has been denied us by the present racist society. The school will bring about an 
increased understanding of the political, social and economic forces which work to 
exploit us in this society. (1) 
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The text of this demand envisions a responsive, community-controlled school for Black and 
Puerto Rican studies that does more than prepare students for assimilation and middle-class 
mobility. The school would instead prepare students (and their communities, and the future 
teachers of their children) to fill in the massive gaps of knowledge that were left by colonization, 
settler-colonialism, imperialism, and white supremacy.  
In what ways does contemporary translingual praxis prepare students (and teachers) to do 
the same? I argue that our current praxis does not uniformly emphasize engagement with the 
structures that allow for the identification and interrogation of epistemic violence, but that an 
anti-racist translingual praxis must do this. Without political, social, and economic analysis, it 
becomes too simple to draw damaging equivalencies between (for example) linguistic 
prescriptivism that is fundamentally anti-Black and persecution that results from languaging in 
other marginalized varieties of English when, in fact, these positions can carry vastly different 
consequences because they are attached to vastly different histories. 
One of the takeaways from these two demands is that the first demand for representation 
cannot be fully and thoroughly supported without other important shifts. In fostering abolitionist 
ecologies in our own local contexts, it is critical to consider the presence (or absence) of 
opportunities for what the poet, SEEK instructor, and activist Toni Cade Bambara referred to as 
“two-way learning” founded on “mutual understanding, mutual respect, dialogue” between 
students and teachers (146). It is critical to advocate for epistemic legibility that moves beyond 
individual student practices and that encourages the growth and development of opportunities for 
negotiated, two-way learning in faculty development. By identifying and interrogating the 
ecologies that prevent or hinder epistemic legibility in our scholarly communities, our 
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universities, our departments, our graduate programs, and elsewhere as translingual praxis, we 
might confront those structures as part of an anti-racist translingual approach. 
There are already models within our field that might help us to do this work, though these 
models are not necessarily directly associated with an anti-racist or translingual pedagogy. Juan 
Guerra’s notion of fostering transcultural citizens through a writing across the communities 
model in which students draw on their local community knowledge to create a “permeable 
curriculum” that is capable of adapting to students’ experiences, lives, histories, and knowledges 
very closely aligns to the BPRSC’s vision, and would be instructive in thinking through how to 
build community partnership and legibility inside of a critical transliteracies ecology. Drawing 
on Michelle Hall Kells’ model of Writing Across Communities, Guerra advocates for a model 
that moves beyond the ways in which Writing Across the Curriculum typically privileges 
academic discourse, and toward a model which privileges and centers students’ experiences, 
local community knowledge-making practices, and a reciprocal exchange of knowledge with 
teachers who may or may not inhabit the communities where their students live. Student 
knowledge and community connection is not treated as a liability to overcome, nor a “step” 
along the way to full assimilation. 
         However, it is important to nurture abolitionist ecologies that incorporate tools and 
strategies to interrogate epistemic violence but that are also durable across transnational contexts. 
K. Wayne Yang’s interrogation of “the trafficked technologies” of white supremacy, settler 
colonialism, and Indigenous erasure might help with this. In the book A Third University Is 
Possible, Yang, writing under the pen name of la paperson, introduces this concept to describe 
how experiences of alienation, disempowerment, subjugation, and violence travel across 
transnational lines. While the individual bodies, histories, and circumstances may change, the 
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technologies of whiteness, anti-Blackness, and Indigenous erasure proliferate through the use of 
the “machinery” of land dispossession, slavery, war, caging / incarceration, and genocide (13-
14). An analysis of this machinery, rather than the privileging of a particular history or linguistic 
tradition, allows identity to remain an unstable, context-specific assemblage while rigorously 
recognizing its effects.  
Analyzing trafficked technologies also enables marginalized groups to draw lines of 
solidarity across communities with disparate histories who are impacted to different degrees by 
similar technologies without flattening individual and communal experiences. This becomes 
especially important when considering the move from a translingual theoretical analysis to a 
translingual pedagogy. The emphasis on fluidity and permeability of the boundaries of language 
in translingual writing present opportunities not only for superficial engagement, but also for 
cultural and linguistic appropriation, for the erasure of important histories and differences, and 
for a lack of acknowledgement of how linguistic hierarchies unevenly impact language users. 
When we are designing an approach to translingual teacher education, we must remain especially 
vigilant of this: strategies that focus on “celebrating” language difference and on linguistic 
permeability pose a particular danger. Just because the boundaries of language are permeable 
doesn’t mean that all languages (or knowledge traditions) should be equally inhabitable by 
anyone who wishes to access them. However, we can all study the ways in which language is 
subjected to trafficked technologies, and our varied complicity in the trafficking. 
Student Autonomy and Participatory Governance 
The final tenet of an abolitionist transliteracies ecology is derived from the students’ 
demands for autonomy and participatory governance. In the third demand, students ask for a 
much more significant determining voice in the decisions that were made on their own behalf in 
 
 117 
the SEEK program, including a decision in which faculty were hired or fired. While several of 
the SEEK instructors formed close relationships with students, several others seemed out of 
touch with students’ needs: 
...teachers, counselors, and tutors are not really accountable to the SEEK students. 
What the students demand is that they have a determining voice in setting the 
guidelines for the SEEK program including the hiring and firing of SEEK 
personnel. For up to now, SEEK personnel has not been accountable to anyone 
(“Five Demands”). 
The text from the Newtown Hall statement adds some additional important context: 
Student control is especially important in the SEEK program, which is presently 
under the authority of a white college administration, which cannot truly 
understand and meet the needs of Black students. The student also deserves to 
have some voice over budgetary matters since the budget determines the 
implementation of the very guidelines and priorities which the student himself 
helps to establish. (“Newtown Hall Statement”) 
Influenced by Freirean praxis, the idea of students sharing authority with the professor in the 
writing classroom, or problematizing the ways in which this is possible, has a long history in 
Writing Studies (Bizzell; Bruffee; Cooper and Selfe; Kirsch; Shor). However, it’s much less 
common to think of the ways in which “authority” is constructed through things like budgetary 
control or the ability of students (and especially undergraduates, and especially non-matriculated 
pre-baccalaureate students) to make hiring and firing decisions.  
It is also uncommon to consult students in the building of programs, curricula, or 
orientations for new students (beyond assigning students pre-determined labor), which was the 
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subtext of the students’ second demand to host a separate orientation for Black and Puerto Rican 
students that could help to connect them to students with similar experiences: 
Since Black and Puerto Rican children are alienated and destroyed in the New York City 
School System, by the time that those few of us reach College we find that we suffer from 
many basic problems. For example, because of racist attitudes of the teachers throughout 
the City, our children turn out graduating from high school without being able to read, 
write or do simple mathematics. These racist teachers teach our children that they are 
inferior and not worth educating. (“Five Demands” 1) 
Why should the demand for student autonomy and participatory governance—especially as it 
concerns faculty hiring practices, budgetary transparency, curricular decisions, and giving 
students (compensated) leadership roles in mentoring peers—be considered a part of an anti-
racist translingual practice and approach? Because, as students show in the text of this demand, 
student autonomy in remedial writing programs, income generating pre-baccalaureate programs 
such as English Language Institutes, and non-credit bearing ESL programs which operate on a 
model of linguistic containment, directly impact students’ ability to determine their own 
outcomes. Giving students a direct role in the development, implementation, revision, and 
funding of these programs (which differs from measuring their satisfaction with a program that 
has already been implemented) is a critical part of understanding its effect. As the student 
activists’ texts show, a lack of student autonomy and an inability to participate in important 
administrative decisions can result in a lack of accountability, can contribute to the opaque logics 
of literacy education, and can harm the ability to foster an abolitionist transliteracies ecology. 
Toward Abolitionist Transliteracies Ecologies  
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Writing Studies scholarship has focused significant attention on the enactment of open 
admissions. However, activists’ demands in (re)envisioning the university’s structures deserve 
more attention as they can help contemporary translingualist toward the project of building a 
more anti-racist translingual approach. Demanding community engagement, robust 
infrastructures for interrogating ongoing and historic epistemic violence, cultural and linguistic 
competency in faculty education, and participatory student government would help us to more 
effectively co-investigate alongside our current students, our colleagues, and our administrators 
the ideologies of anti-Blackness, Indigenous erasure, white supremacy, and heteropatriarchy that 
undergird policies, programmatic structures, curricula, relationships between universities and 
communities, hiring practices, relationships between universities and students (particularly 
marginalized students), and the university’s role in facilitating social reproduction or social 
change.  
The need for many of these shifts has already been articulated within the field of Writing 
Studies: just not necessarily in relation to a translingual pedagogy. As we move toward 
articulating an anti-racist translingual paradigm and pedagogical approach, we must be cautious 
to step away from (primarily) celebrating student literacies or “empowering” students to make 
rhetorical choices, because this plays into a logic that obscures how students’ “choices” are 
informed by structural racism, classism, ableism, heteronormativity, and a host of other 
structurally-mediated factors. An anti-racist translingual paradigm necessitates that we 
interrogate the systemic production of a listening subject who will not evenly recognize gains in 
linguistic “competency.” It demands that we resist pedagogies which suggest that linguistic 
marginalization can be mitigated with adequate adherence to linguistic respectability politics. 
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 Building toward abolitionist ecologies can help us to resist common “bootstraps” 
narratives that suggest that the most marginalized students, faculty, and administrators at 
universities must simply “reclaim” the space that white supremacy, anti-Blackness, anti-
Indigeneity, and heteropatriarchy have denied them, but that similarly suggest that those who are 
complicit in forwarding these structures have no work to do. As the example of the open 
admissions protestors demonstrates, it is important to do this not only through supporting the 
students in our first-year writing, advanced writing, or graduate practicum classrooms, but in the 





















 Toward an Anti-Racist Translingual Pedagogy 
This project explores the recent paradigm shift within Writing Studies toward a 
translingual approach, situating many of the critiques of this approach as limitations produced by 
dominant liberal models of Writing Studies pedagogy. Taking up Vershawn Ashanti Young and 
Frankie Condon’s call to fuse translingual and anti-racist approaches, I argue for why dominant 
anti-racist Writing Studies pedagogies, which commonly revolve around reforming individual 
behaviors, attitudes, dispositions, or practices—but which fail to address and actively work 
toward the economic redistribution of hoarded institutional wealth—will inadequately address 
the problem of racialized linguistic marginalization. Instead of conceptualizing an anti-racist 
translingual pedagogy as a set of classroom or programmatic practices, or a way of authorizing 
or reforming individual attitudes and beliefs about language, I am ultimately arguing that this 
approach must contend with the root causes of racialized linguistic discriminiation, which are 
sustained by racial capitalist accumulation: especially as it is perpetuated by universities 
themselves.  
 The translingual paradigm is still fairly new to Writing Studies. The interpretation of the 
paradigm into pedagogical strategies for classrooms and Writing Centers is even more recent. 
Christiane Donahue and Suresh Canagarajah have both critiqued the rush to interpret translingual 
theory into immediately applicable classroom strategies. And yet, what Karen Kopelson 
identified more than a decade ago as central tensions in Writing Studies—the “pedagogical 
imperative,” and the perception of the “theory/practice split”—have both come to bear on 
translingualism’s interpretation from a theoretical paradigm into a set of practices. As my 
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introduction further contextualizes, this has led to the development of “translingual” strategies 
that mostly recapitulate what has come before.  
 The tradition within Writing Studies to eclipse or obscure racial analysis has further 
thwarted the development of a translingual praxis that is also anti-racist. This is one of the 
tensions undergirding several important critiques of translingualism, which I outline in chapter 1. 
One of those critiques deals with the way that a translingual approach potentially flattens salient 
linguistic histories and differing reception practices between languages and languagers, while 
encouraging a superficial engagement with “difference,” especially for those whose language 
practices align more closely with dominant practices. While languages are fluid, specific 
linguistic practices have particular pasts that we cannot ignore and that differentially impact a 
language’s uptake. An anti-racist translingual pedagogy must be particularly cognizant of these 
differences. It is also important for an anti-racist translingual paradigm to resist becoming an 
approach that mostly helps students to “achieve their own purposes,” no matter what those 
purposes are, or an approach that primarily helps students to navigate institutional assimilation 
regimes.  
Within the context of the university, or the field of Writing Studies, this part of an anti-
racist translingual approach can be far more difficult to conceptualize. For decades, Writing 
Studies scholars and teachers have tried to put the student and their purposes at the center of 
what we do. Our dominant pedagogical models have reinforced to us that doing anything other 
than helping students to work toward their own goals can seem negligent, or colonizing, or both. 
Many of us believe—as the Conference on College Composition and Communication Statement 
on Language, Power, and Action states—that language “empowers individuals to explore and 
change themselves and their worlds.” Many of us believe in literacy teaching and learning as a 
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process of sparking individual transformation. Many of us situate students’ individual use of 
language as a personal right.     
Of course, language does change the world. It helps us to imagine toward new ones as 
well. And yet, as my second chapter suggests, creating a translingual paradigm in which 
racialized and linguistically minoritized students really do have a right to their own language will 
necessitate that we move beyond a framework in which we center individual rights. As the legal 
scholar Cheryl Harris reminds us, anxieties over white property ownership continually produce 
the conditions under which the subjugation of Black and Indigenous Americans has been made 
possible. In other words, the full realization of rights for some people has always been contingent 
upon the restriction of rights for others. So when we imagine that our job is to be in service of 
the students who happen to make it to our classroom, and to help them to achieve whatever they 
self-define as a goal, even if that goal is recreating racialized linguistic discriminiation or, in 
other ways, actively making the world a worse place to live, we are complicit in making that 
world, too. When we do not name what it means to “change the world” concretely, and in terms 
of undoing structures of racial capitalism that produce the means of justification for racialized 
linguistic marginalization in the first place, then what we mean when we say that we want to 
“change the world” is left far too open to interpretation. And when our anti-racist translingual 
pedagogies mostly train students or faculty in ways of talking and thinking about racialized 
language that are “better” or “different” than what came before, we deprive both paradigms of 
their transformative potential. Positioning antiracism and certain performances of 
translanguaging as a type of capital that becomes made available to ideal neoliberal subjects 
through university education functions as a treatment of the symptom which, in practice, 
exacerbates the disease.   
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 Part of the process of untangling our pedagogies of liberalism as well as our definitions 
of what is “practical” knowledge and what is “theoretical” knowledge necessarily involves a 
systematic power analysis. We have models and concepts for doing this kind of work that 
already exist within Writing Studies. Literacy sponsors (Brandt) and literacy sponsorscapes 
(Wargo and De Costa) help us to understand power as passive as well as agential. The literacy 
narrative genre commonly taught in the first-year composition classroom, along with faculty 
assessment narratives (Schwarz), and narratives that faculty compose about their language-
learning trajectories (Canagarajah, “Translingual Writing and Teacher Development in 
Composition”) help to do this kind of untangling work as well, putting our personal experiences 
in conversation with ideological structures that operate around us.  
However, narrative accounts can have serious limitations because, in part, humanities 
fields remain dominated by white-identified masters and doctoral students (“Racial / Ethnic 
Distribution”) who also comprise the contingent and full-time faculty majority. This reality 
inevitably creates and perpetuates a limited perspective and, perhaps, an outsized focus (even if a 
critical focus) on whiteness and its dismantlement. As Carmen Kynard articulates in her blog 
post, “On Graduate Admissions and Whiteness: A Love Letter to Black / Brown / Queer 
Graduate Students Out There Everywhere”—an indictment of my own graduate program—
structural racism also produces the conditions under which an overly abundant white student 
presence directly accounts for the underrepresentation of students of color studying 
underrepresented topics and, in an increasing number of cases, teaching in a system full of 
language-minoritized students. While the common narrative that too few “qualified” students of 
underrepresented backgrounds are applying for admission spots, accounting for the 
overrepresentation of white students, Kynard reminds us that “[t]here is nothing wrong with the 
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‘pipeline.’” Instead, she argues, “the crisis in the pipeline is that white folk clog the drains: as the 
folk who get chosen and as the folk who do the choosing. There is always a pool of qualified folk 
of color in the cohort who are rejected for white benefit” (emphasis in original). This history and 
this contemporary reality also distorts our practicums and our ongoing faculty development. It 
limits the way that we all understand the “theory-practice” divide, as well as what is theoretical, 
pragmatic, or useful in the first place.  
 Bronfenbrenner’s ecological approach, which I detail in my third chapter, helps to further 
contextualize the way that ideologies and sponsorships are shaped by historical time, and further 
impacted by interconnections between a variety of scales and systems that contribute to shaping 
a particular personal trajectory. It depersonalizes this trajectory in ways that may help us to 
interrogate interconnected structures of power rather than by relying on the kinds of narrative 
“pilgrim’s progress” tropes that are especially common within the genre of the whiteness 
confessional. Sara Ahmed argues that the narrative of white anti-racism—especially one in 
which a “formerly” racist white person “redeems'' themself of whiteness by confessing shame—
allows white anti-racists to distance themselves from a critical analysis of their own continued 
participation in structural inequality. Bronfenfrenner’s approach makes this less possible without 
transferring the “blame” for the construction of systems to any individual person. Rather than 
theorizing literacy ideologies or the ideologies that impact an individual’s faculty development 
trajectory and understanding of theoretical approaches and their “usefulness,” Bronfenbrenner’s 
approach maps a variety of impactful relationships that influence the broader contexts in which 
white language supremacy can continue to thrive despite individual actions. This helps us to 
understand how and why an anti-racist translingual pedagogy must act directly on structures that 
function outside of the classroom.  
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 Still, there is an unavoidable narrative element to Bronfenbrenner’s approach, which 
remains a key limitation of an autoethnographic power analysis. For instance, even by 
interrogating whiteness more systematically, I risk centering whiteness—as one prospectus 
reviewer cautioned me to avoid—by interrogating the text of my own life as one of my objects of 
analysis. In doing this, I also risk overly generalizing my very particular experiences. While my 
intention was to avoid obscuring whiteness while hopefully also modeling a way of talking about 
white experience that travels beyond the white(ness) confessional and toward a more structural 
and comprehensive analysis, that may not be the effect. Still, I hope that one impact of this 
chapter is that it gives a sense of the many ways that whiteness had already been centered in my 
project well before I walked into the room. This helps us to further understand the undoing of 
white language supremacy as (much) more than the undoing of personal beliefs and actions by 
explaining how a complex network of interconnected scales dictate the shape of our “reality” 
within faculty education spaces and ultimately shape what is conceptualized as the theory-
practice divide. 
However, there is also a way that power analysis can become equated or conflated with 
other kinds of necessary work. This work — the work that Black and Indigenous scholars and 
community leaders, that disability justice activists, have told us about for centuries — involves 
building coalitions and solidarity and care for all beings, decolonization and the rematriation of 
Indigenous lands. It involves resilience, joy, transformative justice, persistence, two-way 
learning, freedom dreaming, and imagining otherwise (Bambara, Cushman, Davis, Gilmore and 
Kilgore, Kynard, Love, Milbern and Berne, Mingus, Tuck, Tuck and Yang). It involves a skill 
set and a practice that it is far more common to learn outside of many of our graduate seminar 
rooms than it is from within them.  
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It is with great caution and admiration that I consider in chapter 4 how we may situate an 
anti-racist translingual approach inside of an abolitionist framework. Drawing inspiration from 
the nascent field of Abolitionist University Studies, the Abolitionist Teaching Network, and the 
longstanding movement toward prison industrial complex (PIC) abolition, I am ultimately 
arguing that moving beyond pedagogies of liberalism requires us to think toward a more 
ecologically-oriented framework inside which an anti-racist translingual pedagogy and approach 
to faculty education can be situated. Broadly, this work may involve identifying and 
interrogating how universities grow and maintain racialized economic inequality, working to 
redefine the purposes that universities define, and actively redistributing the resources that 
universities hoard in the emergent and contingent ways that are possible and available to us. This 
work will not look like establishing a center, or teaching a class, or changing the curriculum, or 
tacking on a practicum unit to an unchanged institution. It must not look like appropriating the 
term “abolitionist” and applying it to critical work that we are already doing.   
Abolitionists have developed important ideas that I highlight in this chapter: how to 
engage in “shrinking” a system that hoards resources in order to redirect them; how to take an 
approach that considers the transformation of entire ecologies rather than putting a fresh paint of 
coat on a rotting house (Picower); and how to engage in imagining beyond the structure that we 
have right now and toward the future that we want, even when that future seems far away. An 
abolitionist framework redefines the priorities and the goals of an anti-racist translingual praxis: 
partially by being a praxis which actively works toward redistributing economic resources, 
partially by taking the entirety of a student’s trajectory into account, and partially by naming and 
imagining toward a more just future.  
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Abolition is both future-focused and also grounded in the reality that we are currently 
living. PIC abolitionists have engaged in pragmatic action to shrink the scope of the prison 
system and redirect its resources in ways that are sometimes aligned with activist groups who do 
not share the overall goal of eliminating prisons or policing entirely. anti-racist translingualists 
can learn from this approach, considering how to work in solidarity with other members of a 
campus community toward “shrinking” university wealth hoarding, and the elimination of 
carceral logics. What this means within the context of each university will necessarily be very 
different. Shrinking the system at universities with substantial endowments and other resources 
will necessarily look different than it does at state schools and community colleges. Yet, no 
matter the context, undoing uneven accumulation and an uneven distribution of resources must 
be at the center of anti-racist work.  
 Part of this work is description. This could take many shapes, from the description of the 
selling of “branded” English within English Language Institutes (ELIs) which are commonly 
geared toward non-matriculated international students who have not been guaranteed entrance 
into the universities that host them, and which offer courses like “Pronunciation: Making 
Yourself Understood” (“English Language Institute”), “Vocal Projection and Appropriate Body 
Language” (“Advanced Academic Preparation”), and “Accuracy Development” (English 
Language Institute”). These courses can cost thousands of dollars, while the majority part-time 
faculty who teach them are paid an hourly rate with no benefits or continued guarantees for 
future employment. Many ELIs build on a similar model of linguistic containment and an 
exploitative, two-tiered system of labor that has sustained first-year composition for decades. 
This labor system, paired with increasing demographic disparities between students and 
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university instructors, poses extreme challenges for moving toward an anti-racist translingual 
paradigm.  
As Kiese Laymon reminds us, within the American context, the work of description must 
often also focus around the way that Black labor commonly sustains university wealth 
accumulation (“Solidarity”). Laymon, a professor of English at the University of Mississippi, 
specifically points to the economic disparities on his own campus, which employs a 
disproportionate amount of Black women in full-time low-wage jobs that keep them at and 
below the poverty line. Laymon also notes the “majority Black boys on that [football] 
field...making all that money and being told ‘You aight because you got a scholarship,’ the same 
thing that the tennis player, or the same thing that the guy who plays cello [got],” pointing to the way 
that the university’s high income-generating football program extracts labor, mostly from Black male 
students, who it vastly and inequitably undercompensates. While these labor issues do not appear 
directly related to an anti-racist translingual approach, I am suggesting that anti-racist 
pedagogical praxis that neglects to describe and organize with those who are the most financially 
impacted by university wealth hoarding renders our analysis incomplete, at best. In other words, 
if our praxis is not undoing the root of the problem of racialized linguistic marginalization, we 
are not undoing racialized linguistic marginalization.   
An anti-racist translingual praxis might also take the shape of the redirection of university 
resources toward decolonial / abolitionist ends. This might mean that the shift is in the intention 
and in the clarity of the purpose of an action: 
By necessity, the third world university teaches first world curricula: medicine where  
hospitals are needed for sovereign bodies; engineering where wastewater systems are  
needed for sovereign lands; legal studies where the law is a principal site of decolonial  
struggle; agricultural sciences where seeds are being patented, modified, and sterilized;  
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food studies where the land mass-producers net export crops but there is a food shortage;  
enterprise where capital is needed for sovereign economies. (la paperson 44) 
In other words, what changes, in part, is the focus and the goal of the curriculum rather than the 
curriculum itself. An anti-racist translingual praxis will not teach students to “successfully” 
navigate in a university that seeks to acclimate them. It will, instead, teach students to take that 
university apart by redirecting its resources and its purposes. As Ruth Wilson Gilmore adds, this 
will necessarily involve “grab[ing] the resources that we can use, always mindful of the peril that 
any day, the gate might come down, and we can’t do it again the next day…” and thinking of the 
institution “as something not that we work inside to reform, reformistly, but as a mass and 
potential of resources that we can use, at least tentatively, for other things” (“Solidarity”).  
 The student demands that led to the passage of the City University of New York’s Open 
Admissions policy—the object of analysis in my final chapter—reinforce the idea that 
contemporary translingualists working toward an anti-racist translingual approach must attend to 
the wider ecologies that shape language reception practices beyond the first-year writing 
classroom and program. In their demands for representation and community partnership, tools to 
identify and interrogate ongoing and historic epistemic violence, and student autonomy and 
participatory governance, we see translanguaging CUNY student activists point to glimmers of 
the abolitionist transliteracies ecologies which could shape a more just linguistic future. While 
some of what the students wanted was to reform the institution so it could better serve them and 
their communities, some of what they wanted was to create an institution that did not already 
exist.  
CUNY student actions, paired with actions from students across the nation before and 
after the spring of 1969, led to the creation of departments of Black, Indigenous, Third World, 
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and Ethnic Studies. It comes as no surprise that these schools and departments have faced 
continual administrative challenges: from budget cuts to legislative attacks like House Bill 2281, 
passed in 2010, which banned Mexican American and Raza Studies in the Tucson, Arizona 
Unified School system (Cuauhtin et al.). However, while on too many campuses, these 
departments or separate schools have remained imperiled since their inception, the presence of 
Black and Ethnic Studies electives and required courses within public K-12 schools have 
recently gained significant traction. In 2016, AB 2016—a bill which will develop a model, 
statewide curriculum in Ethnic Studies—was adopted in California. In the same year, Ethnic 
Studies elective courses were implemented in Austin, Texas public schools, and pilot courses 
were created in Providence, Rhode Island, and San Diego, California. Portland, Oregon, Seattle 
Public Schools, and Bridgeport Public Schools in Bridgeport, Connecticut have recently made 
movements toward either mandating or offering Ethnic Studies, African American, Latinx, or 
Race Studies classes. Indiana Senate Enrolled Act 337, which requires high schools in the state 
of Indiana to offer Ethnic Studies as an elective, was also passed in 2017 (Cuauhtin et al.). It is 
much too early to measure the impact of increasing Black, Latinx, and Ethnic Studies offerings 
on public high school campuses. Yet, it is hopeful to remember that over 40 years after speaking 
the demand for epistemic legibility into existence, the demand is starting to be heard. Without 
the radical imagining and direct action of CUNY students paired with actions from students 
across the nation, none of this would have been possible.  
In the occupation of the campus, CUNY student activists also imagined and briefly 
created the world that they wanted before it was available to them. Taking over the college 
president’s on campus residence and reappropriating it as a childcare center, education major 
activists used this space to care for the children of activist parents during the strike. Today, the 
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Schiff House remains a childcare center on City College’s campus. Yet, this story pairs with 
other stories of campus spaces, like the North Academic Campus Center (NAC), planned after 
the Open Admissions expansion, but not built until far after the end of the city’s fiscal crisis of 
the mid-1970s. The NAC joined many post-1960s campus buildings, which were built with the 
intention of making it easier to quell future student rebellions by featuring a centrally-controlled 
series of retractable, lockable gates.  
The NAC was also built to resemble a ship: a symbol that is meant to be interpreted as “a 
celebration of immigrants to America who, themselves or their children, come to City College to 
be educated and achieve their dreams” (“North Academic Center and the CCNY Campus”). Of 
course, this metaphor is a vexed one for many of the Black students on City College’s campus—
the ones who were imagined to remake the CUNY system overnight. Ships, after all, did not only 
carry willing travelers to the US. Inside, the NAC contains windowless cinderblock classrooms, 
outdated technology, and the impossibility of ventilation. The story of the NAC reminds us that 
what looks like freedom and opportunity for one set of students does not look like, or internally 
operate like, freedom or opportunity for others. It reminds us that movement toward a more 
racially and linguistically just future is slow, painstaking work, and that progress, carceral 
thinking, and the continued obfuscation of difference remain intertwined.    
Working toward an anti-racist translingual approach within an abolitionist framework is 
work that will require many of us to learn new strategies for operating within the margins of 
institutions, and work that will require all of us to recognize difference in our risks and 
opportunities for working in those margins in the first place. It is work that requires us to 
understand the limitations of models that center individual empowerment and rights, and toward 
much more difficult structural reimaginings. It is infinitely co-optable and commodifiable work: 
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it runs the same risks of getting separated from its particular meaning that “decolonization” has 
faced (Tuck and Yang). It is work that is not currently very legible in our field. Yet an 
abolitionist framework is so hopeful and so compelling because it recognizes that in order to 
move toward a new system, we have to talk about it first. We have to create that world, and also 
do what we can to live in it now. Speaking that world into existence, and then fighting to make it 
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